




























































amablemente	me	 compartió,	 la	 cual	 reconozco	 y	 agradezco	 sin	 titubear	 ya	 que	 sin	 ella	mi	
proyecto	hubiera	sido	irrealizable.	Y	aprovecho	esta	coyuntura	para	presentarle	esta	tesis	al	
pueblo	catracho	como	prueba	infalible	de	la	riqueza	lingüística	que	hay	en	nuestras	tierras,	la	






mi	 hermana	 académica	 menor,	 te	 agradezco	 por	 sobrellevar	 conmigo	 las	 vicisitudes	
estudiantiles	y	personales	que	vivimos	en	Chambana.	To	all	my	many	colleagues	and	friends	whom	I	had	the	pleasure	to	meet	at	UIUC,	thank	you	for	making	my	graduate	years	much	more	enjoyable—Alexandra	Morales,	Claudia	Crespo,	and	Matthew	Maddox,	I	sincerely	hope	to	continue	coordinating	with	you	 future	conference	 rendezvous!	Rebeca	Coelho	e	Raquel	
Castro	 Goebel,	 vocês	 não	 só	 me	 instruíram	 na	 bela	 língua	 portuguesa,	 mas	 também	 me	
apresentaram	a	rica,	cálida	e	cativante	cultura	brasileira,	uma	cultura	que,	apesar	de	não	ter	
experimentado	ao	vivo	e	em	cores	(já	que	ainda	não	vou	ao	Brasil!),	roubou	meu	coração.	To	all	of	you	I	say,	THANK	YOU!		During	my	 final	 year	 in	 the	doctoral	program	 I	had	 the	good	 fortune	of	becoming	friends	 with	 Laura	 Chinchilla,	 Eva	 Cadavid,	 and	 Jay	 Bloom,	 and	 of	 working	 with	 many	wonderful	colleagues	while	in	Centre	College’s	employ.	I	thank	you	all	for	always	lending	an	ear	when	I	needed	one,	for	your	experienced	advice,	and	most	importantly,	for	showing	me	what	being	an	exceptional	and	dedicated	professor	looks	like	as	well	as	the	value	of	a	liberal	arts	education.					
Mi	amada	 familia,	 esta	 tesis	 es	para	ustedes.	Padres,	 ustedes	me	han	provisto	de	un	
inexorable	e	inescapable	amor	por	el	conocimiento	que	me	ha	servido	de	ímpetu	no	solo	en	mi	








que	 por	 siempre	 agradeceré.	 Hermanos	 queridos,	 ustedes	 también	 se	 han	 jugado	 un	 papel	
indubitable	 en	 quien	 yo	 he	 llegado	a	 ser,	 y	 específicamente,	 en	 esta	meta	 que	 sin	 su	 apoyo	
verdadero,	 incondicional	y	entrañable	nunca	hubiera	logrado	alcanzar.	Sus	ininterrumpidas	




lograr	 varias	metas	 profesionales	 a	 lo	 largo	 de	mi	 vida.	 No	 hay	 duda	 de	 que	 sin	 su	 apoyo	
decidido	 que	 ha	 estado	 presente	 desde	 que	 fui	 a	 vivir	 con	 ustedes	 cuando	 niño,	 no	 estaría	












































and	its	verb	desinences	(i.e.	voseo2),	and	the	potential	constraints	on	this	variation	presented	by	three	extralinguistic	factors:	age,	gender,	and	degree	of	confianza.3	The	Honduran	variety	provides	 an	 ideal	 sociolinguistic	 and	 cultural	 context	 for	 this	 type	 of	 study.	 All	 three	pronouns	are	found	in	the	variety	and	tend	to	be	used	in	different	domains,	where,	generally	speaking,	neither	is	equivalent	to	the	others	sociopragmatically	nor	morphosyntactically.4	More	specifically,	the	two	‘familiar’	pronouns	are	used	more	frequently	in	separate	norms:	
vos	in	the	spoken/quotidian	norm	and	tú	in	the	written/academic	and	foreign/global	norms,	creating	a	dichotomy	between	a	familiar,	possibly	 less	academic	form,	vos,	and	a	familiar,	possibly	more	academic,	yet	foreign/global	form,	tú.5	Usted	is	used	in	any	context	as	long	as	respect	or	deference	is	indexed	(Benavides,	2003;	Hernández	Torres,	2013;	Melgares,	2014;	van	Wijk,	1990).		Traditionally,	address	research	has	focused	on	describing	usage	patterns	of	address	forms	between	 two	 interlocutors	 in	specific	 types	of	 relationships:	asymmetrical/vertical	(e.g.	 parent-child)	 and	 symmetrical/horizontal	 (e.g.	 between	 friends).	 This	 investigation,	however,	analyzes	not	only	speakers’	patterns	of	use	of	vos,	tú,	and	usted	as	reported	by	them,	but	 also	 their	 spontaneous	production	of	 the	 forms	and	 their	 attitudes	 toward	 them	and	toward	identity.	More	generally,	it	investigates	the	interplay	between	the	role	of	the	speaker	(and	also,	crucially,	the	hearer)	and	the	social	psychology	of	a	community	(i.e.	the	Honduran	nation)	 in	 language	change	(§1.3	offers	 the	 justification	 for	 implementing	 this	alternative	






approach).6	Following	theoretical	work	in	pragmatics	and	sociolinguistics,	it	is	hypothesized	here	 that	 the	 correlation	 between	 sociodemographic	 factors,	 particularly,	 relative	 age	difference	and	degree	of	confianza	between	interlocutors	is	constrained	by	perceptions	of	national	solidarity/identity.	These	perceptions	also	illuminate	a	change	in	progress	within	the	Honduran	Spanish	pronominal	system,	originally	suggested	in	a	pilot	study	(Melgares,	2014):	the	incursion	of	vos	into	some	of	the	sociopragmatic	domains	conventionally	reserved	for	 usted—for	 instance,	 the	 use	 of	 reciprocal	 vos	 in	 relationships	 that	 have	 been	characterized	 by	 the	 use	 of	 asymmetrical	 usted-vos,	 such	 as	 parent-child	 relationships.	Consequently,	 this	 dissertation	 will	 inform	 theoretical	 principles	 of	 language	 change	 by	providing	evidence	for	analyzing	a	linguistic	process	as	a	result	of	identity	reproduction.									 The	remainder	of	this	chapter	is	structured	as	follows.	§1.1	presents	an	account	of	the	evolution	of	pronominal	forms	of	address	in	Spanish,	centering	on	vos,	from	a	sociopragmatic	perspective,	 from	their	use	 in	Latin	 to	 their	use	 in	Modern	Spanish.	§1.2	provides	a	brief	description	 of	vos	as	 a	 linguistic	 feature	 of	 Latin	American	 Spanish,	 including	 its	 current	geographic	 distribution	 and	 prior	 research	 concerning	 all	 three	 forms	 in	 the	 principal	







of	 San	 Pedro	 Sula,	 where	 the	 present	 research	 was	 conducted,	 with	 the	 objective	 of	reviewing	 possible	 sociohistorical	 underpinnings	 of	 the	 usage	 patterns	 of	 and	 attitudes	toward	address	forms	in	the	variety.	§1.5	outlines	the	remaining	chapters	of	the	dissertation.	
	
1.1.	Evolution	of	Pronominal	Address	Forms	in	Spanish:	A	Sociopragmatic	Perspective		
Forms	of	address	in	Spanish	have	undergone	multiple	sociohistorical	changes	since	Vulgar	Latin	and	its	descendants	became	widely	spoken	in	the	Iberian	Peninsula	(see	Table	2	at	the	end	of	this	section	for	a	summary	of	the	following	historical	account).	It	is	a	well-known	fact	that	Latin	was	the	official	language	of	the	Roman	Empire,	which	had	acquired	political	control	over	Iberia	by	218	B.C.	With	political	control	came	cultural	and	linguistic	influence	on	the	various	ethnic	groups	therein,	leading	to	the	widespread	use	of	Latin	and	eventually	to	the	inception	of	its	daughter	languages	(i.e.	Romance	languages),	one	of	them	being	Spanish.	These	 languages	 inherited	 from	their	mother	 language	two	second	person	subject	pronouns:	singular	TŪ	and	plural	VŌS.	It	is	from	the	plural	pronoun	that	present-day	






acquired	singular	usage.7,8	Brown	and	Gilman	(1960)	explain	that	by	the	4th	century	A.D.,	vos	was	already	used	(in	Vulgar	Latin)	to	address	the	emperor	singularly	as	a	deferential	form.	At	that	time,	there	were	two	emperors,	one	in	Rome	and	in	one	Constantinople.	Nonetheless,	both	emperors	were	unified	in	the	administration	of	the	empire,	reflected	in	their	use	of	NŌS	(‘we’)	to	refer	to	themselves	as	representatives	of	the	power	and	leadership	of	the	entire	empire	 (Carricaburo,	 2004).	 Consequently,	 “words	 addressed	 to	 one	 man	 were,	 by	implication,	 addressed	 to	both.	The	 choice	of	vos	as	 a	 form	of	 address	may	have	been	 in	response	 to	 this	 implicit	plurality”	 (Brown	&	Gillman,	1960,	p.	255).9	Carricaburo	 (2004)	explains	 that	eventually	 this	phenomenon	not	only	spread	geographically	 throughout	 the	empire,	but	also	sociopragmatically	insomuch	that	vos	was	used	to	address	singularly	any	interlocutor	of	higher	status	or	more	power	(in	addition	to	its	plural	use).	This	resulted	in	the	 following	 pronominal	 system	 (in	 Table	 1),	 still	 present	 in	 modern	 French,	 but	 only	characteristic	of	Old	Spanish	(Penny,	1991;	2001):								 		Table	1.	Imperial	Forms	of	Address	(4th	–	14th	Centuries)		 Non-Deferential	 Deferential	
Singular	 TŪ	 VŌS	
Plural	 VŌS	 VŌS	
																																								 																				7	Castilian	Spanish,	as	the	standard,	dominant	language	spoken	in	the	Iberian	Peninsula	originated	in	the	north-central	region	from	a	variety	spoken	in	the	city	of	Toledo	and	its	surroundings	(Kingdom	of	Castile)	around	the	13th	 century.	 This	 variety	 eventually	 spread	 south	during	 the	 last	 stages	 of	 the	Reconquista,	 the	 fall	 of	 the	Islamic	state	to	the	Christian	kingdoms	of	the	north,	 from	approximately	710	to	1492	(Ostler,	2005;	Penny,	2001).	 Although,	 many	 used	 to	 claim	 that	 the	 first	 evidence	 of	 written	 Spanish	 appeared	 in	 the	 Glosas	














voseo	 temporarily	 acquired	 new	 prestige	 and	 was	 extensively	 used	 in	 singular	 form	 to	express	solidarity	and	intimacy,	causing	it	to	‘wear	out’	and	lose	ground	to	tú.	Furthermore,	
vos	became	the	exclusive	plural	form	of	address	of	solidarity	and	intimacy,11	and	eventually	the	phrase	vuestra(s)	merced(es)	(‘your	mercy(ies)’),12	which	after	multiple	phonetic	changes	reduced	 to	usted(es),13	was	used	as	 the	pronoun	of	deference	 in	both	 singular	 and	plural	forms.	According	to	Carricaburo,	
[t]he	 changes	 produced	 in	 European	 Spanish	 did	 not	 reach	 the	 entire	 American	continent.	Tú	was	introduced	in	the	continent	via	two	radiating	axes,	the	viceroyalties	of	Mexico	and	Peru,	but	the	rest	of	the	American	continent,	called	voseante	America,	continued	using	vos	for	the	second	person	singular,	while	ustedes	covered	both	plural	forms	of	intimacy	and	respect.	([cp.	1997;	1999]	2004;	my	translation	and	emphases)		Perhaps	 the	 impetus	behind	 this	 incipient	distinction	between	Peninsular	Spanish	and	New	World	Spanish	was	the	isolation	of	the	peripheral	regions	of	the	colonies	from	the	motherland	(Benavides,	2003;	Carricaburo,	1999;	2004;	Granda,	1995;	Micheau,	1991).	This	is	not	only	evident	in	the	aforementioned	panorama	described	of	American	Spanish,	but	also	
























































other(s).	 Importantly,	most	of	 the	 research,	 some	of	which	has	been	 impressionistic,	 has	focused	on	certain	dialectal	regions,	such	as	Argentina,	Chile,	and	Costa	Rica,	but	has	greatly	ignored	others,	such	as	Honduras.	Accordingly,	the	present	study	contributes	to	this	recently	growing	body	of	research	on	understudied	varieties	of	Spanish	by	exploring	the	pronominal	system	 of	 address	 of	 Honduran	 Spanish	 not	 only	 within	 a	 sociolinguistic/dialectological	research	framework,	but	also	from	a	pragmatic	approach.		As	 mentioned	 previously,	 Honduran	 Spanish	 provides	 an	 ideal	 context	 for	 the	sociolinguistic	study	of	forms	of	address	in	that	vos,	tú,	and	usted	tend	to	be	used	in	different	domains	 (Hernández	Torres,	 2013;	Melgares,	 2014;	 van	Wijk,	 1990).	Nevertheless,	vos	 is	 the	most	widely	used	 form	of	 familiar	address,	and	appears	 to	be	extending	 its	use	 into	domains	traditionally	reserved	for	polite/deferential	usted	(Melgares,	2014).	The	present	study	centers	on	 the	 current	 uses	 of	 vos	 in	 relation	 to	 tú	 and	 usted,	 which	due	 to	 its	 inclusion	within	 the	literature	 of	 forms	 of	 address	 in	 Latin	 America,	 allows	 for	 the	 possibility	 of	 cross-dialectal	comparisons.	The	following	sections	summarize	previous	research	that	has	been	conducted	on	 the	 cross-dialectal	 distribution	 of	 address	 forms	 in	 Latin	 America	 (§1.2.1)	 and	 the	pronominal	systems	that	are	representative	of	various	voseante	regions	(§1.2.2),	including	a	comprehensive	review	of	the	research	available	on	address	forms	in	Honduran	Spanish.	
	
1.2.1.	General	distribution	of	vos		






Spanish.	Voseo	 is	 nonexistent	 in	 Spain,17	but	 in	 Latin	America,	 there	 are	 regions	 that	 are	either	exclusively	tuteante	(i.e.	use	only	tú	for	second	person	singular	reference),	exclusively	
voseante,	or	‘hybrid’	insomuch	as	both	tuteo	and	voseo	are	found	in	the	same	discourse.18	As	mentioned	above,	because	of	sociocultural,	economic,	political,	and	geographic	reasons,	the	regions	where	voseo	persists	did	not	participate	in	the	diachronic	changes	that	took	place	in	the	Iberian	Peninsula	(Benavides,	2003;	Carricaburo,	1999;	2004;	Granda,	1995;	Micheau,	1991).	In	fact,	“the	[Latin	American]	regions	where	tuteo	predominates	today	[the	Caribbean,	Mexico,	and	Peru,	in	particular]	always	maintained	contact	with	the	Peninsula	and	followed	the	linguistic	changes	that	developed	there,	including	the	changes	with	voseo”	(Benavides,	2003,	p.	614;	my	translation	and	emphasis).19	The	regions	where	voseo	 is	still	present	are	predominantly	 found	 in	Central	America	and	the	Río	de	 la	Plata	(Porteño)	region.20	These	regions,	 because	 of	 their	 own	 sociohistorical	 development	 and	 geographic	 separation,	consequently	developed	distinct	sociopragmatic	usage	patterns	of	vos.	
																																								 																				17	Although,	with	the	influx	of	 immigrants	that	Spain	has	recently	experienced	from	various	Latin	American	regions,	 including	voseante	 regions,	vos	 is	again	present	 in	 the	Peninsula;	however,	 it	 is	only	present	 in	 the	speech	of	the	immigrant	communities	and	not	in	the	speech	of	Spaniards	(see,	for	example,	Barrancos,	2008).		18	Usted(es)	is	found	in	both	Spain	and	Latin	America;	therefore,	its	use	is	not	a	feature	that	distinguishes	both	regions	as	the	use	of	vos	is.				19	Páez	Urdaneta	 (1981)	points	 out	 that	 a	 second	 reason	 for	 the	 loss	 of	voseo	 in	 certain	 Spanish	American	regions	 was	 the	 hierarchization	 of	 their	 societies	 in	 that,	 among	 Spaniards,	 a	 clear	 distinction	 developed	between	 the	 elite	 and	 those	 inferior	 to	 them.	 The	 egalitarian	 sentiment	 that	 characterized	 virtually	 all	Spaniards	 arriving	 to	 and	 being	 born	 (i.e.	 criollos,	 ‘creoles’)	 in	 the	New	World	 during	 the	 first	 50	 years	 of	colonization,	eventually	disappeared,	leading	to	the	adoption	of	linguistic	norms	from	the	Peninsula	by	the	elite	(cp.	Benavides,	2003,	pp.	616-617).		20	The	twenty-one	countries	where	Spanish	is	the	(de	facto)	official	language	include	Spain,	Colombia,	Peru,	







vos	with	the	verbal	desinence	of	tú	(e.g.	vos	comes,	 ‘you-vos	eat-tú’),	 is	typical	of	Tucumán	and	Santiago	del	Estero,	Argentina.	Verbal	voseo,	or	use	of	the	pronoun	tú	with	the	verbal	desinence	of	vos	(e.g.	tú	comés,	 ‘you-tú	eat-vos’),	is	typical	of	Uruguay	and	Chile.	Authentic	
voseo,	or	use	of	vos	with	its	respective	verbal	desinence	(e.g.	vos	comés,	‘you-vos	eat-vos’),	is	typical	 of	 most	 of	 Argentina,	 the	 eastern	 region	 of	 Colombia,	 and	 Central	 America.	Furthermore,	both	verbal	and	authentic	voseo	can	be	divided	into	three	subtypes	by	verb	inflection:		
(I)	diphthongized	voseo,	which	conserves	the	forms	cantáis,	cantéis,	coméis,	comáis	and	partís,	 partáis;	 (II)	 Argentinian	 voseo,	which	 is	monophthongized	 in	 the	 open	vowel	of	the	diphthong	[e.g.	cantás,	cantés,	comés,	comás	and	partís,	partás];	and	(III)	Chilean	 voseo,	which	 conserves	 some	 diphthongized	 forms,	 but	monophthongizes	others	 in	 the	 close	 vowel	 [e.g.	 cantáis,	 cantís,	 comís,	 comáis	 and	 partís,	 partáis].	(Carricaburo,	2004;	my	translation,	emphases,	and	examples)						Table	 3	 below	 synthesizes	 the	 above	 classification,	 showing	 the	 mood	 alternation	indicative/subjunctive	of	the	present	tense,	as	presented	by	Carricaburo	(2004):	
	
Table	3.	Vos	Conjugations	(Indicative/Subjunctive)	
Verb	Class	 Type	I	 Type	II	 Type	III	
-ar	 -áis/-éis	 -ás/-és	 -áis/-ís	
-er	 -éis/-áis	 -és/-ás	 -ís/-áis	

































account	based	on	the	scope	of	use	of	vos.	Implementing	other	classifications/distributions,	such	as	those	of	Fontanella	de	Weinberg	(1995)	or	Fernández	(2003),	which	are	based	on	pronominal	 systems,	 for	 instance,	 would	 inevitably	 entail	 a	 description	 of	 every	 region	where	voseo	is	present	(even	minimally),	provided	that	a	given	dialectal	region	might	employ	more	than	one	system.	This	would	be	impractical	for	the	purposes	of	this	dissertation,	and	for	 this	 reason,	 the	 following	 section	 compiles	 studies	 that	 provide	 the	 most	 current	descriptions	of	each	dialectal	region	where	voseo	is	nationally	stable,	with	the	addition	of	the	special	case	of	Chilean	Spanish	(see	footnote	21).			
	
1.2.2.	Variation	in	usage	patterns	of	vos	in	Latin	America	 	
	 To	 provide	 a	 complete	 panorama	 of	 the	 pronominal	 address	 systems	 in	 Latin	America,	it	is	necessary	to	describe	briefly	the	current	usage	patterns	of	vos	with	respect	to	








	 Argentina	 is	 largely	perceived	 as	 the	voseante	country	par	 excellence	 because	 it	 is	where	 the	 use	 of	 vos	 is	 the	most	widespread	 (Rojas,	 1998),	 and	where	 it	 belongs	 to	 the	national	 standard,	 observed	 in	 any	 context—formal	 or	 informal,	 and	 oral	 or	 written—,	recognized	 by	 La	 Academia	 Argentina	 de	 Letras	 (‘The	 Argentine	 Academy	 of	 Letters’)	since1982.	Vos	is	used	in	different	contexts	and	varying	registers	by	members	of	all	social	strata	(Kapović,	2007),	and	is	also	the	standard	of	the	written	word	(Fontanella	de	Weinberg,	1987);	 tú	and	usted	 are	 very	minimally	used.	According	 to	Kapović	 (2007),	vos	has	been	gradually	 taking	 over	 the	 domains	 of	 usted	 since	 the	 1960s;	 a	 shift	 that,	 according	 to	Carricaburo	(1997),	was	driven	by	leftist	politics	promoting	equality	in	society,	especially	between	 authorities	 (politicians)	 and	 the	 people.	 Furthermore,	 Rojas	 (1998)	 claims	 that	Argentina	is	perhaps	the	only	country	that	presents	all	three	types	of	voseo—pronominal,	verbal,	and	authentic,	as	referred	to	earlier.	However,	according	to	Hotta	(2002),	pronominal	
voseo	is	slowly	declining	in	regions	where	it	has	been	reported	(e.g.	Santiago	del	Estero)	vis-
à-vis	the	national	standard	(i.e.	authentic	voseo).	In	provinces	that	border	Chile,	it	is	common	to	 find	 verbal	 voseo;	 however,	 this	 type	 of	 voseo	 is	 stigmatized	 and	 is	 perceived	 as	characteristic	of	rural	speech.		 Like	 Argentina,	 Uruguay	 is	 part	 of	 the	 Río	 de	 la	 Plata	 region	 and	 is	 considered	 a	






that	 is,	 lack	of	social	distance	between	interlocutors;	(2)	tú	 is	used	for	close	relationships	that	 maintain	 some	 type	 of	 distance;	 and	 (3)	 usted	 is	 the	 pronoun	 of	 deferential	 social	distance,	associated	with	social	hierarchy	distinctions”	([cp.	Carricaburo,	1997,	pp.	30-32]	p.	176;	emphases	in	original).	This	system	allows	multiple	pronominal/verbal	combinations	to	emerge	 in	 different	 social	 interactions	 since	 both	 ‘pure’	 and	 ‘mixed’	 (i.e.	 authentic	 vs.	verbal/pronominal	voseo)	forms	are	possible.	Weyers	(2013)	reports	that	verbal	voseo	has	been	associated	with	the	speech	of	older	speakers	and	of	upper	class	speakers;	however,	in	his	study	from	2009,	he	found	that	no	speakers	under	40	used	tú	in	any	combination.	In	fact,	it	appears	 to	be	 that	vos	 is	becoming	the	standard	 form	of	address,	 following	the	general	
porteño	 (Río	 de	 la	 Plata)	 norm	 established	 in	 Argentina,	 as	 it	 has	 started	 to	 appear	 in	grammar	textbooks	alongside	tú	as	“accepted	and	standard	in	Uruguay”	(Weyers,	2013,	p.	177).	 Furthermore,	 varieties	 once	 described	 as	 categorically	 tuteante,	 such	 as	 border	Spanish	 in	 Rivera	 (bordering	 Brazil),	 have	 recently	 seen	 the	 incorporation	 of	 voseo	 in	quotidian	speech	(Carvalho,	2010).	
	
1.2.2.2.	Chile	
	 Chilean	 Spanish	 constitutes	 a	 special	 case	 with	 respect	 to	 pronominal	 forms	 of	address	because	of	their	history	in	the	region	and	because	they	exhibit	characteristics	of	both	national,	unstable	voseo	and	regional	voseo	(Benavides,	2003).	According	to	Torrejón	(1986),	






consequence,	tú	gradually	replaced	vos,	 though	not	completely,	through	a	standardization	process.	 Interestingly,	 as	 Torrejón	 notes,	 by	 the	 end	 of	 the	 1970s,	 Chile	 had	 started	 to	experience	 a	 resurgence	 of	vos	 led	by	 the	 educated	 youth	due	 to	 several	 factors:	 (1)	 the	weakening	of	the	boundaries	between	social	classes,	(2)	the	militant	rebellion	against	the	behavioral	norms	imposed	by	their	social	class,	and	(3)	the	weakening	of	the	prescriptive	barriers	 vos	 faced	 in	 grammar	 teaching.	 Torrejón	 claims	 that	 the	 pronoun	 itself	 is	 still	stigmatized,	 thus	 the	 form	 of	 voseo	 mostly	 present	 in	 Chile	 is	 verbal	 in	 nature	 often	accompanied	by	 tú	 instead	of	vos.	He	 concludes	 that	verbal	voseo	 is	widely	used	 in	Chile	among	the	youth	and	increasingly	among	older	adults,	in	turn,	driving	the	simplification	of	a	complex	pronominal	system	to	one	that	is	much	more	egalitarian.	Torrejón	(2010a;	2010b)	has	recently	stated	 that	vos	continues	 to	be	used	by	young	speakers	as	a	 rebellious	 form	against	older	generations	and	authority	in	general,	and	is	now	spreading	throughout	society.			 The	observations	made	by	Torrejón	(1986;	2010a;	2010b)	have	been	corroborated	in	 other	 recent	 studies.	 Stevenson	 (2007)	 states	 that	 the	pronoun	vos	 is	 still	 stigmatized	today,	but	that	it	may	be	experiencing	an	increase	in	use	among	young	men;	verbal	voseo	is	contingent	upon	the	social	factors	of	age	and	gender.	Based	on	the	results	of	a	survey	and	recordings	 of	 daily	 interactions	 conducted	 in	 Santiago—where	 the	 resurgence	 of	 verbal	






working-class	speakers,	who	use	it	frequently.25	They	also	claim	that	gender	seems	to	play	an	important	role	in	the	use	of	voseo	since	men	statistically	favor	it	overall,	whereas	women	disfavor	it.	Therefore,	according	to	the	investigators,	“what	once	was	a	highly	stigmatized	form	on	the	verge	of	extinction	in	the	upper	and	middle	classes	is	now	being	promoted	and	widely	 used	 by	 young	 male	 speakers	 of	 the	 professional	 class”	 (p.	 426).	 Similarly,	Rivadeneira	 and	 Clua	 (2011),	 report	 that	 in	 spontaneous	 speech,	 gender	 and	 age	 are	significant	 factors	 in	determining	pronominal	use:	men	and	young	adults	 tend	 to	use	vos	more	than	women	and	older	adults	do.	26	In	addition,	they	report	that	register	and	geographic	region	are	also	significant	factors:	vos	tends	to	be	used	more	in	informal	register	and	among	speakers	of	the	central	region	of	the	country	than	in	formal	register	and	among	speakers	of	the	north	and	the	south.	It	will	be	evident	in	the	following	section	that	these	usage	patterns,	especially	with	respect	to	age	and	gender,	are	not	exclusive	to	Chilean	Spanish.	
	
1.2.2.3.	Central	America		
The	 Central	 American	 region,	 because	 of	 its	 history,	 presents	 multiple	 linguistic	features	that	are	shared	among	the	countries	that	comprise	it;	one	of	these	features	is	the	widespread	use	of	vos.	All	five	countries—Guatemala,	El	Salvador,	Honduras,	Nicaragua,	and	Costa	Rica—seceded	from	the	Spanish	Crown	in	1821	and	formed	their	own	unified	State	called	 Provincias	 Unidas	 de	 Centroamerica	 (‘United	 Provinces	 of	 Central	 America’)—a	















	 Guatemala	 has	 been	 described	 as	 a	 country	 with	 a	 tripartite	 pronominal	 system	(Lipski,	1998;	Moser,	2010a;	Pinkerton,	1986;	Úbeda,	2013),	where	vos	and	usted	are	the	most	preponderant	forms	and	tú	is	used	in	very	specific	domains	as	a	formally	intermediate	form	between	usted	and	vos.	 Pinkerton	 (1986)	explains	 that	 either	usted	or	 tú	 is	used	 in	conversation	among	women,	and	between	women	and	men;	vos	is	also	used	among	women,	especially	among	young	educated	women,	but	to	a	much	lesser	extent.	Among	men	either	
usted	or	vos	is	used,	never	tú.	Pinkerton	also	asserts	that	tú	is	used	to	show	familiarity,	while	
vos	is	used	to	show	solidarity.	Even	though	at	times	Pinkerton	uses	the	terms	‘familiar’	and	‘solidary’	interchangeably	to	describe	the	use	of	vos	or	tú,	it	appears	that	for	her	there	is	a	distinction	 between	 familiar	 tú	 and	 solidary	 vos.	 She	 states,	 “tuteo	 is	 less	 formal	 [than	
ustedeo]	but	not	quite	intimate	and	conveys	that	the	relationship	is	not	quite	that	of	equals	[…]	voseo	implies	full	egalitarianism,	solidarity	or	camaraderie”	(Pinkerton,	1986,	p.	694).	Thus,	tú	can	be	interpreted	as	an	intermediary	between	formal	usted	and	very	informal	vos.	She	 also	 concludes	 that	 gender	 is	 so	 strongly	 correlated	 to	 pronoun	 use,	 that	 a	 man	addressing	another	man	using	tú	is	seen	as	effeminate.	What	this	means	is	that	voseo	is	not	gender	exclusive,	but	rather	gender	preferential,	whereas	tuteo	is	gender	exclusive,	indexing	femininity	 when	 used	 by	 either	 a	 man	 or	 a	 woman.	 Similar	 claims	 have	 been	 made	 by	Carricaburo	(1997),	Kapović	 (2007),	and	Moser	 (2010a).28	However,	Úbeda	(2013)	 found	contradictory	patterns	 in	 that	her	participants	 reported	using	 tú	mainly	within	 romantic	couples	and	 in	parent-child	relationships.	According	to	 the	researcher,	 these	are	 the	only	domains	in	which	the	tripartite	system	is	used,	as	vos	and	usted	are	also	found	in	these	same	






domains.	Use	of	usted	appears	to	be	mainly	constrained	by	age	and	social	distance.	Úbeda	states	 that	usted	 is	preferred	 to	address	older	 interlocutors	 (even	 friends)	and	strangers.	Kapović	 (2007)	provides	an	assessment	 that	perhaps	clarifies	 this	discrepancy.	He	states	that	romantic	couples	use	vos	reciprocally,	but	that	in	the	presence	of	a	third	party,	women	switch	to	tú.	In	fact,	he	claims	that	the	tripartite	system	only	exists	in	the	speech	of	women,	since	men	either	use	vos	or	usted.				 Like	Guatemala,	 it	has	been	said	that	a	tripartite	pronominal	system	is	 found	in	El	Salvador	(Lipski,	1998;	Kapović,	2007).	Vos	and	usted	are	the	preferred	forms	of	address,	depending	 on	 the	 register	 and	 degree	 of	 intimacy/deference,	 and	 tú	 is	 used	 as	 an	intermediate	 form	 that	 signals	 camaraderie	 and	 friendship	 without	 the	 same	 level	 of	
confianza	 that	 vos	 requires	 (Kapović,	 2007).	 However,	 according	 to	 Quintanilla	 Aguilar	(2009)	and	Quesada	Pacheco	and	Rivera	Orellana	(2013),	tú	is	not	used	orally	in	El	Salvador,	but	only	in	certain	contexts	such	as	advertising,	written	correspondence,	religious	texts,	and	interactions	with	 strangers.	 Furthermore,	 in	 television	 programs,	 both	 vos	 and	 tú	 are	 in	covariation,	 frequently	 mixed	 in	 the	 same	 utterance	 (i.e.	 verbal	 voseo).	 According	 to	Quintanilla	 Aguilar	 (2009),	 these	 usage	 patterns	 are	 explained	 by	 the	 fact	 that	 vos	 and	






	 Unlike	the	previous	two	countries,	Nicaragua	is	described	as	a	region	characterized	by	 a	 bipartite	 system	 (Christiansen,	 2014;	 Díaz	 &	 López,	 2013;	 Lipski,	 1998;	 2004).	According	to	Christiansen	(2014),	at	first	glance,	the	Nicaraguan	pronominal	system	is	quite	simple:	vos	is	the	main	form	that	expresses	solidarity	and	usted	is	the	form	that	expresses	deference	but	that	can	also	express	solidarity	 in	certain	contexts.	This	 is	corroborated	by	Díaz	and	López	(2013)	who	state	that	in	the	familial	domain	(e.g.	between	spouses,	among	siblings,	older	 family	members	with	younger	members)	and	among	 friends,	vos	 is	mostly	used.	Usted	is	preferred	in	the	familial	domain	only	when	younger	members	address	older	ones,	and	in	some	cases	between	spouses,	and	in	other	social	contexts,	when	addressing	an	older	interlocutor	or	to	show	respect.	These	findings	are	consistent	with	other	studies	such	as	Carricaburo	(1997),	Quesada	Pacheco	(2002),	and	Lipski	(2004).	Nonetheless,	according	to	 Lipski	 (2004),	 Nicaraguans	 have	 earned	 the	 reputation	 of	 being	 overly	 familiar,	 or	
confianzudos,	for	being	more	prone	to	using	vos	with	strangers	than	other	Central	Americans.	With	respect	to	tú,	Carricaburo	(1997)	states	that	its	use	is	limited	to	written	contexts,	and	does	 not	 appear	 in	 oral	 speech.	 However,	 Matus	 Lazo	 (1998)	 claims	 that	 tú	 is	 used	 in	Nicaraguan	 Spanish,	 but	 to	 a	 much	 lesser	 extent:	 it	 might	 be	 used	 “sporadically	 by	 a	government	official	or	by	some	intellectuals”	(p.	85;	my	translation).		He	concludes,		






	 It	has	also	been	claimed	that	Costa	Rica	presents	a	bipartite	system	like	Nicaragua	(Kapović,	2007;	Lipski,	1998).	According	 to	Cabal	 (2012),	Costa	Rica	currently	displays	a	system	in	which	both	vos	and	usted	covary,	with	the	recent	addition	of	tú	to	oral	speech.	It	appears	that	the	addition	of	tú	has	been	a	fairly	recent	development,	since	as	early	as	the	1990s	 the	 oral	 use	 of	 the	 pronoun	 was	 still	 perceived	 as	 pedantic	 and	 corny,	 but	 was	prestigious	when	writing	even	 the	most	 intimate	 thoughts	 (Solano	Rojas,	1994).	Thomas	(2008)	notes	that	all	 three	pronouns	are	in	constant	competition,	as	usted	can	be	used	to	denote	 solidarity	and	 intimacy,	 similarly	 to	 tú	and	vos,	 in	addition	 to	 its	usual	use	as	 the	deferent	form.	Cabal	(2012)	states	that	the	general	rule	seems	to	be	that	“in	those	situations	when	 vos	 is	 always	 appropriate,	usted	 is	 always	 appropriate	 too,	 but	 not	 the	 other	way	around”	(p.	7).	In	his	study	of	the	metalinguistic	reflections	on	the	use	of	each	of	these	three	variants,	Thomas	(2008)	observed	that	all	three	pronouns	can	be	used	in	the	same	type	of	relationship	and	 in	 the	same	context;	 this	covariation	was	corroborated	by	Cabal	 (2012),	among	others.	 Importantly,	several	studies	have	reported	high	 frequencies	of	use	of	both	
usted	 and	 vos,	 and	minimal,	 some	 even	 insignificant,	 frequencies	 of	 tú	 (Castillo	 Venegas,	2013;	Quesada	Pacheco,	1981;	and	Vega	González,	1995;	2005);	nonetheless,	other	studies	have	 found	an	 increase	 in	 the	use	of	 tú	(Moser,	2010b;	Quesada	Pacheco,	2010;	Thomas,	2008).29	It	must	be	pointed	out	that,	 in	 fact,	tú	 is	 taking	over	the	domain	of	vos	 in	spoken	language,	but	that	vos	is	taking	over	the	domain	of	tú	in	written	language	(Quesada	Pacheco,	2010,	p.	668).				







	 Very	 little	 is	 known	 about	 the	 morphosyntactic	 features	 of	 Honduran	 Spanish.	Hernández	Torres	(2013)	comments	that	the	existing	material	is	either	too	general	or	too	punctual,	describing	phenomena	that	are	in	actuality	general,	pan-Hispanic	tendencies.	That	being	 said,	 this	 section	 discusses	 the	 research	 available	 for	 Honduran	 Spanish	 that	 has	centered	on	pronominal	forms	of	address.		 Previous	research	describing	general	usage	patterns	of	the	three	pronouns	has	been	discrepant.	 Some	 studies,	 such	 as	 Castro	 (2000)	 and	Kapović	 (2007),	 have	 characterized	Honduran	Spanish	as	having	a	tripartite	system,	like	Guatemala	and	El	Salvador,	in	which	tú	may	function	as	an	intermediate	form	between	familiar	vos	and	polite	usted.	Other	studies,	such	as	Hernández	Torres	(2013)	and	Melgares	(2014),	have	determined	that	even	though	
tú	does	figure	in	the	metalinguistic	reports	of	pronoun	use	by	Hondurans,	its	use	is	minimal	and	insignificant,	especially	in	oral	speech,	and	therefore,	the	opposition	is	between	vos	and	







voseo	predominates	(Benavides,	2003;	Castro,	2000;	Kapović,	2007;	Lipski,	1998;	Melgares,	2014;	van	Wijk,	1990;).	van	Wijk	(1990)	states	that	voseo	“is	completely	generalized	among	the	working	classes	(urban	and	rural)	as	much	as	among	the	semi-educated	groups,	and	is	even	used	in	the	informal,	educated	speech	of	those	of	social	distinction”	(pp.	114	–	115;	my	translation).		Benavides	(2003),	Kapović	(2007),	and	Lipski	(1998)	explain	that	vos	is	used	in	 oral	 speech	 as	 the	 exclusive	 pronoun	 that	 expresses	 solidarity	 and/or	 intimacy	 (i.e.	
confianza)	and	that	tú	is	very	rarely	used.	Furthermore,	in	a	recent	study	that	served	as	the	pilot	for	this	dissertation	research,	Melgares	(2014)	determined	that	vos	is	the	most	widely	used	pronoun	in	Honduras	followed	by	usted.	The	study	examined	the	usage	patterns	of	vos,	
tú,	and	usted	of	Honduran	adolescents	and	the	extralinguistic	factors—relative	authority	(i.e.	power	 differential),	 group	 membership	 (i.e.	 in-group:	 friends/classmates	 vs.	 out-group:	acquaintances/students	 from	 other	 schools),	 socioeconomic	 status,	 gender,	 type	 of	relationship,	 and	 age/genealogic	 distance—that	 may	 constrain	 the	 observed	 patterns. 30	Melgares	found	that	vos	was	reported	as	the	most	frequently	used	form	(57.7%)	followed	by	







contexts.31	Tú	was	reported	as	being	used	very	rarely	in	oral	speech	(2.60%).	Interestingly,	these	 findings	 were	 inconsistent	 with	 one	 of	 the	 only	 studies	 of	 this	 kind	 in	 Honduran	Spanish.	Hernández	Torres	(2013)	found	higher	frequencies	of	usted	(59.18%	in	the	family	context	and	78.96%	in	other	contexts)	than	vos	in	almost	all	types	of	relationships.	However,	it	must	be	mentioned	 that	 the	 representativeness	of	 the	 results	he	offers	 is	questionable	given	that	they	are	based	on	data	collected	in	multiple	regions	of	the	country,	both	rural	and	urban,	 by	 surveying	 only	 four	 participants	 per	 region.	Nonetheless,	 this	 discrepancy	 and	apparent	shift	from	usted	to	vos	is	what	initially	motivated	the	present	research.		 With	respect	to	the	extralinguistic	factors	investigated,	Melgares	(2014)	found	that	neither	group	membership,	nor	socioeconomic	status,	nor	gender	is	significant	in	pronoun	selection.	Age/genealogic	distance	emerged	as	 the	most	 significant	 factor	 (cp.	Benavides,	2003)	followed	by	relative	authority	and	type	of	relationship.	Usted	is	categorically	the	most	frequently	used	form	when	addressing	an	older	individual	or	someone	of	higher	authority,	especially	outside	of	the	family	context,	such	as	a	doctor	or	a	teacher.	Vos	is	categorically	the	most	frequently	used	form	when	addressing	a	younger/same-age	interlocutor	or	someone	of	equal	or	 lesser	authority.	 It	appeared	that	age	is	a	more	significant	factor	than	relative	authority	 is,	 as	 older	 individuals	 of	 lower	 authority,	 such	 as	 a	 maid	 or	 a	 gardener,	 are	addressed	with	usted.	However,	within	the	family	context,	vos	 is	also	a	viable	form	to	use	when	addressing	an	older	interlocutor,	depending	on	the	type	of	relationship	between	the	addresser	and	the	addressee.	There	appears	to	be	a	continuum	among	older	interlocutors,	






starting	 with	 parents,	 followed	 by	 uncles/aunts,	 and	 finally	 by	 grandparents,	 where	reciprocal	 vos	 is	most	 likely	 used	 (64.7%)	within	 parent-child	 relationships,	 followed	 by	asymmetrical	 usted-vos	 within	 uncle/aunt-nephew/niece	 relationships	 and	 within	grandparent-grandchild	 relationships.	 Nonetheless,	 the	 participants	 reported	 addressing	their	 uncles/aunts	 and	 their	 grandparents	 with	 vos	 at	 frequencies	 of	 40.1%	 and	 20.4%,	respectively.	 These	 findings	 further	 suggest	 a	 possible	 change	 in	 progress	 in	 Honduran	Spanish,	which	served	as	further	impetus	for	this	dissertation	investigation.		 Castro	 (2000)	 provides	 the	 most	 (and	 only)	 comprehensive	 analysis	 to	 date	 of	pronominal	address	in	Honduran	Spanish,	centering	on	the	pragmatic	functions	of	vos,	tú,	and	usted	as	reported	by	her	informants	in	a	written	questionnaire	and	in	interviews,	and	observable	 in	 their	 naturalistic	 interactions	 in	 diverse	 contexts	 with	 several	 types	 of	interlocutors	 (e.g.	 family	 context,	 among	 friends,	 among	 strangers,	 etc.). 32 , 33 	The	 main	objective	 of	 her	 study	was	 to	 explain	 the	 shifting	 between	 forms	 that	 is	 observed	 in	 the	variety	by	determining	general	usage	patterns	of	each	pronoun	and	examining	the	pragmatic	values	 with	 which	 they	 are	 employed.	 Consistent	 with	 studies	 within	 the	 framework	 of	interactional	 sociolinguistics,	 which	 assume	 that	 pronoun	 choice	 is	 actively	 negotiated	during	discourse	(cp.	Ostermann,	2003),	Castro	(2000)	concluded	that	it	is	difficult	to	isolate	a	single	factor	determining	pronoun	choice	at	any	given	moment.	Nevertheless,	she	explains	that	 pronoun	 shifting	 occurs	 as	 a	 product	 of	 different	 pragmatic	 factors	 present	 in	 the	









































usted,	evident	in	Table	4	above.		Its	functions	are	mainly	dictated	by	a	prescriptive	ideology	that	deems	tú	the	proper	grammatical	address	form,	or	in	Bourdieuan	terms,	the	legitimate	address	form,	enforced	by	its	inclusion	in	grammar	courses	(and	not	vos)	and	its	presence	in	religious	texts	and	ceremonies—as	Bourdieu	(1991)	asserts,	the	school	system	and	religion	are	two	powerful	institutions	for	the	inculcation	of	legitimate	language.34	Consequently,	tú	and	its	morphology	covaries	with	vos	 in	written	communication	among	interlocutors	that	otherwise	would	exclusively	address	each	other	with	vos	in	spoken	conversation,	assuming	that	written	code	upholds	the	requirements	of	standard	language	([cp.	Haugen,	1972;	van	Marle,	 1997]	 Subačius,	 2001).35	Moreover,	 because	Hondurans	 seldom	know	 the	 ‘correct’	

















	 Importantly,	 Castro	 explains	 that	 using	 tú	 to	 appear	 sophisticated	 has	 been	historically	regarded	as	spurious,	superficial,	artificial,	and	condescending.	In	fact,	there	is	a	popular	expression	that	derives	from	spurious	tuteo,	namely	tutis,	which	has	been	extended	to	 denounce	 someone	 for	 displaying	 superficiality,	 arrogance,	 and	 condescension	 in	general.38	Furthermore,	 Castro	 only	 observed	 the	 use	 of	 tú	of	 hypercorrection	when	 her	informants	 knew	 they	 were	 being	 recorded,	 when	 interacting	 with	 her	 in	 an	 interview	setting	 (mainly	 strangers	 to	 her),	 or	 with	 coworkers	 in	 a	 professional	 setting	 while	discussing	 work-related	 topics	 only,	 who	 in	 all	 other	 contexts	 used	 vos	 or	 usted	spontaneously.	This	hypercorrected	tuteo	is	linked	to	a	fifth	function	of	tú,	that	of	tú	as	an	intermediate	form	in	formality/familiarity	between	extremely	familiar	vos	and	polite	usted.	Again,	this	function	was	only	observed	in	the	interview	and	professional	settings.	Overall,	Castro’s	 findings	 suggest	 that	 for	 Hondurans	 using	 tú	 generally	 carries	 a	 negative	connotation,	and	thus,	is	used	minimally,	except	when	interacting	in	a	professional	setting	and/or	with	foreigners	or	Hondurans	who	live	abroad.							
	
1.2.2.4.2.	Vos	







accomplish	various	pragmatic	functions,	some	of	which	may	be	challenging	to	discern	from	the	others.	Generally,	its	main	functions	are	to	express	solidarity,	confianza,	hostile	attitude,	and	impersonality.	With	respect	to	the	first	two	functions,	Castro	distinguishes	between	the	concepts	of	solidarity	and	confianza	in	a	way	that	is	uncommon	in	address	research.39	For	Castro,	 solidarity	 entails	 a	 deeply	 rooted	 relationship	 characterized	 by	 friendship,	 like-mindedness,	and	shared	interests.	She	concludes	that	vos	of	solidarity	is	used	among	friends,	siblings,	and	between	parents	and	their	children	as	long	as	these	relationships	exhibit	the	characteristics	mentioned	here	that	are	assumed	for	friendships	but	that	may	or	may	not	exist	 between	 siblings	 and	 between	 parents	 and	 their	 children.40	Confianza	 seems	 to	 be	different	 from	 solidarity	 in	 the	 degree	 of	 friendship	 that	 exists	 between	 interlocutors,	although	 the	 difference	 is	 not	 entirely	 clear	 as	 Castro	 presents	 it.41	For	 Castro,	 confianza	entails	a	lesser	degree	of	friendship	than	solidarity	does.	Thus,	vos	of	confianza	 is	used	in	close	 relationships	 that	 do	 not	 subsume	 solidarity	 (i.e.	 friendship,	 like-mindedness,	 and	shared	interests)	but	that	are	defined	by	familiarity,	or	some	degree	of	acquaintance,	such	as	coworkers,	 for	 instance.	 She	 explains	 that	 confianza	 can	 be	 unduly	 expressed	 to	 an	






interlocutor	in	distant	relationships	(e.g.	strangers,	recent	acquaintances)	or	when	there	is	a	power/authority	differential	 that	does	not	warrant	asymmetrical	 address	 (e.g.	 teacher-student	 relationships,	 in	 which	 the	 teacher	 addresses	 the	 student	 with	 vos	 but	 receives	
usted).	Importantly,	undue	confianza	always	carries	a	negative	connotation,	presenting	the	speaker	as	confianzudo	(i.e.	overly	familiar	to	the	point	of	disrespect).			 Vos	can	also	be	used	to	express	offense,	aggression,	anger,	and	derogation	when	it	is	used	 in	 contexts	 where	 usted	 is	 typically	 used	 or	 expected.	 Consequently,	 addressees	perceive	 it	 as	 crude	 and	 disrespectful.	 For	 example,	 between	 strangers,	 vos	 (of	 undue	
confianza)	 can	 purposefully	 or	 inadvertently	 offend	 the	 addressee,	 or	 vos	 of	offense/anger/aggression	 can	 be	 used	 to	 insult	 and	 even	 be	 concomitant	 with	 physical	aggression.	Sometimes	expressing	these	types	of	emotions	requires	a	switch	in	pronouns.	For	instance,	a	parent	who	initially	addresses	his/her	child	with	usted	to	express	love	and	intimacy	(more	on	this	later)	may	switch	to	vos	to	scold	and	demonstrate	anger	over	some	manifestation	 of	 negative	 behavior.	 Additionally,	 a	 speaker	 who	 holds	 (social)	power/authority	over	the	addressee	might	switch	from	reciprocal	usted	to	asymmetrical	vos	with	 the	 intention	 of	 derogating	 or	 clearly	 demarcating	 the	 power	 differential	 between	them. 42 	Castro,	 recognizes	 that	 several	 of	 these	 functions	 might	 overlap	 in	 any	 given	instance—for	example,	in	a	situation	where	strangers	use	vos	when	insulting	each	other,	it	can	be	used	to	express	anger,	aggression,	and	offense.	The	general	notion	is	that	since	vos	does	not	encode	deference	or	respect,	it	can	be	used	in	an	impolite	manner.	In	this	sense,	







usted	can	be	used	to	show	anger	(more	on	this	later).			 Castro	mentions	two	additional	functions	of	vos:	intimacy	and	cariño,	and	impersonal	manner.	 With	 respect	 to	 the	 first	 function,	 romantic	 couples	 (engaged	 or	 married)	 and	friends	can	use	vos	to	express	intimacy	and	cariño	(‘love/affection’).43	This	function	is	evoked	when	attempting	to	underscore	the	love	and	affection	that	defines	the	relationship,	evident	in	the	temporary	switch	from	habitual	usted	(of	intimacy)	to	vos	while	explicitly	saying	‘I	love	you’	or	engaging	in	a	sexual	relationship	(as	reported	by	her	informants).	With	respect	to	the	second	function,	vos	can	be	used	to	particularize	or	generalize	a	statement	in	the	same	way	that	impersonal	‘you’	is	used	in	English	when	giving	instructions,	for	example.	Because	usted	can	also	be	used	in	this	way,	Castro	was	intrigued	by	the	cases	in	which	the	speaker	switched	from	habitual	usted	to	impersonal	vos.	She	claims	that	those	kinds	of	switches	particularize	a	topic	that,	to	the	speaker,	is	positive	for	everyone,	while	at	the	same	time	produce	a	lasting	impact	 on	 the	 addressee(s)	 regarding	 the	 topic	 of	 conversation.	 Furthermore,	 a	 speaker	might	switch	to	vos	to	gain	the	attention	of	the	listener,	to	invoke	solidarity,	or	to	assume	the	role	of	instructor,	granting	him/her	authority	on	the	topic	at	hand.														
	
1.2.2.4.3.	Usted	







illegitimate,	nonstandard	form.	It	appears	in	grammar	instruction	of	conjugations	alongside	the	 third	 person	 singular	 pronouns	 él	 (‘he’)	and	 ella	 (‘she’),	 and	 is	 present,	 albeit	 not	 as	ubiquitously	 as	 tú	 is,	 in	 religious	 liturgy—for	 instance,	 some	address	God	 in	prayer	with	
usted	and	not	tú,	but	never	vos.44		Hence,	usted’s	pragmatic	functions	are	not	reserved	only	to	spoken	language.	Usted	is	used	both	in	written	and	spoken	communication/conversation	as	what	is	generally	perceived	as	a	pronoun	of	either	social	distance,	due	to	minimal	or	lack	of	familiarity,	 or	 deference/respect,	 due	 to	 specific	 social	 attributes	 of	 the	 addressee	 that	command	 the	 linguistic	 expression	 (and	 behavioral	 expression	 in	 general)	 of	deference/respect.	 Nonetheless,	 as	 Castro	 (2000)	 notes,	 the	 functions	 of	usted	 are	much	more	nuanced	than	the	singular	and	all-encompassing	politeness	that	is	typically	ascribed	to	it.		 According	to	Castro,	usted	of	distance	is	the	default	form	when	addressing	a	stranger	or	when	establishing	first	acquaintance	with	someone	under	normal	circumstances	(that	is,	in	the	absence	of	confrontation	or	dispute).	Importantly,	the	addressee	must	be	perceived	as	an	 adult	 to	 receive	usted,	 otherwise,	 if	 he/she	 is	 a	 child	 or	 a	 teenager,	vos	 is	 used.45	She	ascribes	 the	 use	 of	 reciprocal	 usted	 between	 strangers/first	 acquaintances	 to	 a	 cultural	notion	of	 equality	 that	 stems	 from	Catholic	 teachings	 insomuch	 that	because	everyone	 is	equal,	everyone	deserves	respect.46	In	this	sense,	usted	of	distance	might	overlap	with	usted	






of	respect	and	of	deference.	Even	though	Castro	does	not	offer	a	clear	interpretation	of	the	concepts	of	respect	and	deference,	she	distinguishes	between	these	two	pragmatic	functions	based	on	their	scope.	Usted	of	deference	is	applicable	to	any	situation	where	there	is	a	clear	power	differential	and	where	it	is	important	to	stress	that	difference	in	social	power;	ergo,	the	use	of	usted	to	address	an	authority	figure,	such	as	an	employer	or	a	teacher,	for	example,	constitutes	 an	 instance	 of	 deference.	 Usted	 of	 respect	 can	 be	 used	 reciprocally	 or	asymmetrically	in	any	context,	both	private	and	public,	where	certain	exchanges	have	been	conventionalized	 in	 the	 culture—such	 as	 the	 asymmetrical	 (grand)parent-(grand)child	interactions	in	which	the	(grand)child	addresses	the	(grand)parent	with	usted	but	receives	








50 	Castro	 offers	 three	 possible	 explanations	 for	 this	 phenomenon:	 (1)	 wives	 are	 seen	 as	respectable	 in	Honduran	 culture,	 compared	 to	 lovers	or	mistresses	 (and	even	girlfriends	who	are	known	to	engage	in	sexual	relations	with	their	boyfriends);	thus,	when	a	woman	gets	married,	she	deserves	to	be	addressed	with	usted	not	only	by	the	public,	but	also	by	her	husband;	(2)	since	vos	is	usually	used	to	express	anger	and	aggression,	usted	might	be	used	to	prevent	arguments	and	fights;51	and	(3)	the	notion	of	intimacy	might	be	different	for	men	and	women	as	a	result	of	the	process	of	social	integration	each	gender	experiences,	in	which	







men	separate	definitively	from	their	mothers	to	develop	their	sexual	identity	and	women	do	not,	 resulting	 in	men	placing	a	metaphorical	barrier	between	themselves	and	their	wives	([cp.	Hancock,	1989]	Castro,	2000,	pp.	66-67).		Usted	of	cariño	is	used	as	part	of	Honduran	‘baby	 talk’	mostly	directed	 to	young	children	or	 (small)	animals,52	but	also	among	adults,	mainly	 romantic	 couples,	 in	 situations	of	 extreme	 intimacy	 to	express	 love	and	affection.	Therefore,	for	Castro,	cariño	as	expressed	through	usted	is	an	instance	of	extreme	intimacy,	different	from	the	use	of	vos	to	express	cariño,	which	does	not	entail	extreme	intimacy.	Even	though	Castro	does	not	report	 the	use	of	usted	of	cariño	between	parents	and	their	adult	children,	it	is	important	to	note	that	parents	who	still	use	‘baby	talk’	with	their	adult	children	use	usted,	as	well	 as	when	performing	other	 speech	 acts,	 such	 as	 giving	 advice,	 or	when	showing	concern.		Lastly,	Castro	lists	three	other	pragmatic	functions	accomplished	with	usted:	sarcasm,	anger,	 and	 persuasion.	 Briefly,	 usted	 of	 sarcasm	 operates	 in	 response	 to	 vos	 of	 undue	
confianza	(described	earlier)	to	claim	an	imaginary	higher	social	status	over	the	speaker	by	appearing	 more	 educated	 and	 polite	 when	 offended	 by	 the	 unwarranted	 expression	 of	
confianza	the	addressee	received.	Usted	of	anger	operates	in	contrast	to	the	vos	preferred	by	the	working	class	to	express	intimacy	and	cariño,	when	interacting	with	friends	and	intimate	partners	(as	opposed	to	the	usted	of	intimacy	and	usted	of	cariño	preferred	by	the	middle	class),	insomuch	that	switching	from	habitual	vos	to	usted	signals	anger,	just	as	it	can	signal	













































































The	city	of	San	Pedro	Sula	is	the	capital	of	the	Department	of	Cortés,	located	in	the	northwest	 region	of	Honduras.	 The	 city	 is	 located	 in	 the	westernmost	 region	of	 the	 Sula	Valley,	one	of	the	most	fertile	and	largest	valleys	in	the	country,	surrounded	by	a	series	of	mountains	known	collectively	as	Cordillera	El	Merendón.	Based	on	its	topography,	the	city	is	divided	into	two	zones:	The	Merendón	Reserve	and	The	Valley.	The	Merendón	Reserve	is	where	 the	city’s	water	supply	companies	and	an	 important	national	park	 (El	Cusuco)	are	located,	as	well	as	several	residential	areas	closer	to	the	valley.	The	city	center	and	most	of	its	suburban	areas	are	located	in	The	Valley,	as	well	as	some	of	the	country’s	most	important	lands	for	agriculture.		San	Pedro	Sula	is	at	the	center	of	a	larger	metropolitan	configuration	known	as	Zona	
Metropolitana	del	Valle	de	Sula	(‘Sula	Valley	Metropolitan	Area’),	which	is	in	fact	one	of	the	largest	 of	 its	 kind	 in	 Central	 America.	 The	 larger	 conurbation	 extends	 into	 twelve	surrounding	municipalities	 in	 the	Department	of	Cortés,	 four	 in	 the	Department	of	Yoro,	three	in	the	Department	of	Santa	Bárbara,	and	one	in	the	Department	of	Atlántida,	most	of	which	 are	 rural.	 Furthermore,	 San	 Pedro	 Sula	 is	 centrally	 located	 in	 relation	 to	 other	important	 economic,	 touristic,	 cultural,	 and	 governmental	 regions	 of	 the	 country.	 The	Central	District	of	Tegucigalpa	is	located	152	miles	southeast	of	the	city;	one	of	the	country’s	





























	 Table	6	below	lists	the	five	largest	cities	of	Honduras	in	2015,	showing	that	San	Pedro	Sula	is	the	second	largest	with	a	total	population	approximating	one	million	residents.	Note	that	in	addition	to	San	Pedro	Sula,	two	of	the	largest	cities,	Choloma	and	El	Progreso,	are	also	part	of	the	Zona	Metropolitana	del	Valle	de	Sula,	and	the	remaining	two	are	the	capital	city,	Tegucigalpa,	 and	 the	 country’s	 third	 city	 in	 economic	 importance,	 La	Ceiba.	Additionally,	Figure	5	shows	the	exponential	growth	in	population	that	San	Pedro	Sula	has	experienced	over	the	past	century.	It	is	important	to	know,	however,	that	the	population	growth	rate	has	been	steadily	declining	since	the	year	2000,	from	2.5%	to	its	current	1.7%.				
																																								 																				57	Albeit,	as	Lipski	(1998)	explains,	the	aspiration	of	/s/	is	characteristic	of	colloquial	speech	and	experiences	some	degree	of	stigmatization,	being	attributed	to	the	uneducated	working	class.	58	The	 sociodemographic	 information	 shared	here	 is	based	on	 the	 facts	provided	by	 the	population	 studies	conducted	 by	 the	 Banco	 Central	 de	 Honduras	 (BCH:	 ‘Central	 Bank	 of	 Honduras’)	 and	 the	 Dirección	 de	





































25	years	or	older	for	both	men	and	women	in	San	Pedro	Sula,62	substantially	older	compared	to	 the	national	 average	of	19	years	 for	women	and	22	years	 for	men.63	Furthermore,	 the	number	of	children	per	woman	has	decreased	at	a	national	level,	but	especially	in	the	urban	sector,	from	4	in	1987	to	2.5	in	2012.64,	65	This	is	not	only	a	result	of	urban	women	entering	marriage	later	in	life,	but	mainly	because	100%	of	women	are	well-informed	about	different	contraceptive	methods—all	 censused	women	report	knowing	about	different	methods—,	resulting	in	a	considerable	increase	in	their	percentage	of	use	between	1987	and	2012,	from	51.2%	to	75.9%,	respectively.	Importantly,	by	2013,	year	in	which	the	latest	official	census	was	published,	43.5%	of	the	population	in	San	Pedro	Sula	was	single,	77.1%	of	which	did	not	have	children	(41.6%	of	the	city’s	total	population,	regardless	of	marital	status,	did	not	have	children).	 Second,	 the	 overall	 percentage	 of	 emigrating	 Hondurans	 has	 significantly	increased	since	1990.	According	to	Suazo	(2010),	between	1990	and	2000	the	number	of	migrant	 Hondurans	 had	 increased	 by	 154%,	 which	 has	 continued	 advancing	 in	 the	 21st	century.	In	fact,	by	2004	more	than	half	a	million	Hondurans	had	left	the	country	and	by	2006	this	number	had	increased	by	246,620,	53%	of	which	were	urban	dwellers.	The	top	three	destinations	for	those	emigrating	are	the	United	States,	Mexico,	and	Spain,	the	United	States	being	 the	greatly	preferred	new	home	for	most	of	 them.	However,	as	 the	number	of	new	immigrants	increased,	so	did	the	number	of	deportations.	Suazo	(2010)	reports	that	between	







1997	and	2008,	the	number	of	deported	Hondurans	from	the	United	States	had	increased	from	3,992	 to	 57,085,	 respectively.	 Importantly,	 no	 numbers	 of	 deported	Hondurans	 re-emigrating	to	the	United	States	and	Mexico	have	been	reported.	Nonetheless,	it	is	important	to	note	that	the	number	of	Hondurans	returning	to	the	country	is	relatively	smaller	than	that	of	those	permanently	leaving	it.66			In	 the	 last	 few	 decades,	 Honduras	 has	 become	 an	 attractive	 transit	 region	 for	migration	purposes	due	to	its	location	at	the	heart	of	the	American	continent	(Suazo,	2010).	This	raises	an	important	question	about	the	linguistic	ecology	of	San	Pedro	Sula,	specifically	regarding	the	varieties	of	Spanish	and	other	languages	with	which	sampedranos	(San	Pedro	Sula	residents)	might	come	in	contact.	Even	though	no	numbers	are	available	of	travelers	from	other	countries,	the	2013	census	does	offer	some	insight	with	respect	to	this	question.	The	numbers	provided	for	San	Pedro	Sula	show	that	the	vast	majority	of	its	residents	are	native	Hondurans.	Out	of	the	total	population	of	719,063	in	2013,	4,399	were	foreign	born,	representing	0.61%	of	its	residents—the	principal	countries	of	origin	were	the	United	States,	Guatemala,	 El	 Salvador,	 Nicaragua,	 and	 Mexico—and	 99.39%	 were	 born	 in	 Honduras,	74.00%	of	which	were	born	in	the	Department	of	Cortés	(72.00%	in	San	Pedro	Sula)	and	26.00%	in	other	Departments	(see	Figure	6	below	for	a	graph	depicting	the	place	of	birth	of	






































the	Caribbean	coast	for	the	transportation	of	banana	and	other	products	(e.g.	coffee)	that	would	be	exported	to	the	United	States	and	other	countries.	Consequently,	the	Sula	Valley,	due	 to	 its	 fertile	 lands,	 grew	 gradually	 in	 population	 during	 the	 first	 half	 of	 the	 century,	period	during	which	San	Pedro	Sula	became	an	important	economic	center	for	Honduras—for	instance,	between	1920	and	1930,	San	Pedro	Sula’s	banana	production	represented	75%	and	85%	of	the	nation’s	total	exports,	respectively.70	However,	it	was	until	the	second	half	of	the	century	that	San	Pedro	Sula	was	consolidated	as	the	Industrial	Capital	of	the	country	with	the	 arrival	 of	 the	 multiple	 transnational	 textile	 and	 manufacturing	 companies	 from	 the	United	 States,	 mainly,	 but	 also	 from	 Korea,	 Japan,	 and	 Mexico,	 among	 other	 countries,	resulting	in	an	exponential	population	growth	between	1950	and	2000	(see	Figure	5	above).	Currently,	 San	Pedro	 Sula	 is	where	80%	of	 the	 textile	 and	manufacturing	 companies	 are	located,	generating	50%	of	the	country’s	GDP	and	60%	of	its	total	exports.71				 Socio-politically,	the	20th	century	brought	many	changes	that	affected	not	only	San	Pedro	Sula	but	the	entire	nation.	By	the	second	half	of	the	century,	Honduras	had	emerged	from	a	dictatorship	that	brought	much	economic	stability	to	the	country,	but	that	also	heavily	promulgated	an	anticommunist	 ideology,	which	set	 the	nation	apart	 from	the	communist	movements	taking	place	around	it,	led	by	the	sandinistas	in	Nicaragua	and	by	guerrillas	in	both	 Guatemala	 and	 El	 Salvador.	 This	 anticommunist	 ideology	 continued	 growing	 in	 the	following	 years,	 reinforced	 by	 the	 strict	 laws	 established	 by	Tiburcio	 Carías	Andino	 (the	former	dictator)	and	by	the	subsequent	series	of	military	governments,	that	restricted	the	






publication	of	‘exotic’	ideas	and	that	made	the	formation	of	any	Marxist	political	party	illegal,	for	example.	This	made	Honduras	the	prime	location	for	the	establishment	of	a	military	base	(Palmerola	 in	 the	Department	of	Comayagua)	 that	allowed	the	United	States	 to	assist	 the	counterrevolutionary	war	against	the	sandinistas	in	Nicaragua	and	to	provide	support	to	the	Salvadoran	 government	 against	 the	 revolutionary	 guerrillas.	 Even	 though	 Honduras	 had	become	 a	 bastion	 of	 anticommunism,	 the	 Honduran	 populist	 movement	 of	 workers,	
campesinos	(‘farmers’),	 teachers,	and	university	professors	and	students	was	able	 to	 take	root	 without	 any	 substantial	 governmental	 opposition.	 In	 1980,	 democracy	 was	reestablished	 in	 Honduras.	 The	 then	 presiding	 military	 general	 Policarpo	 Paz	 García,	pressured	 by	 the	 United	 States	 government	 that	 was	 fearing	 the	 rise	 of	 the	 populist	movement	in	Honduras	as	it	had	in	the	surrounding	countries,	called	the	Honduran	citizenry	to	elect	a	new	Congress.	With	the	new	Congress	in	place,	a	new	Constitution	was	written,	a	new	president	was	elected,	and	Honduras	was	once	again	a	democratic	republic.72		During	the	last	two	and	a	half	decades	certain	economic,	political,	social,	and	natural	events	have	immensely	transformed	the	Honduran	experience,	ultimately	impinging	upon	how	 Hondurans	 perceive	 themselves	 as	 a	 nation.	 As	 López	 Recinos	 (2013)	 asserts,	 the	Honduran	exodus	to	the	United	States	begins	to	intensify	during	the	administration	of	Rafael	Leonardo	 Callejas	 (Partido	 Nacional,	 ‘National	 Party’)	 between	 1990	 and	 1993,	 who	departed	from	the	Keynesian	economic	model	upheld	by	his	predecessors	for	a	neoliberal	model,	supported	by	the	international	credit	organizations,	especially	the	IMF	(International	




















the	country	since	the	2009	coup,	the	National	Party,	advanced.	In	fact,	the	opposition	has	now	 extended	 to	 the	 two-party	 system	 and	 a	 new	 alliance	 among	 some	 small	 parties,	including	LIBRE,	 and	 the	Liberal	Party	has	been	consolidated	 in	anticipation	of	 the	2017	presidential	elections.76											 The	unsuccessful	neoliberal	policies	of	the	1990s	in	conjunction	with	ever-present	systemic	corruption,	deep	socioeconomic	 inequalities,	and	natural	disasters	have	affected	the	Honduran	nation	so	profoundly	that	the	future	of	the	country	has	seemed	bleak	amid	an	increasingly	 globalized	world,	 in	which	Honduras	 is	 viewed	 internationally	 as	 a	 corrupt,	violently	unsafe,	Third-world	country,	and	internally	as	a	hopeless	nation	where	no	political	system	nor	 any	other	organization	 could	 improve	 its	 reality.	 This	 internal	 sentiment	has	been	reinforced	by	the	annual	departure	of	thousands	of	compatriots	in	search	for	a	better	life,	 leaving	 those	 behind	with	 a	weakened	 sense	 of	 national	 identity.	However,	 the	 new	revolutionary	movements	seeking	the	reformation	of	the	Honduran	government,	where	the	well-being	of	all	of	its	citizens	is	at	the	subtext	of	policy-making,	have	renewed	a	sense	of	hope	and	revitalized	a	national	identity	among	the	most	optimistic	of	the	citizenry,	founded	on	the	solidarity	that	unites	all	of	those	who	share	the	historical	developments	described	here.	
	
	































• personal	 names,	 which	 depending	 on	 the	 culture	 might	 not	 constitute	 (always	appropriate)	 forms	 of	 address:	 for	 example,	 in	 Indonesian	 culture,	 addressing	 an	elder	 by	 first	 name	 is	 considered	 extremely	 disrespectful,	 hence	 not	 an	 address	choice;	
• kinship	terms,	which	refer	to	particular	family	relationships	or	affinities:	these	could	be	fictive	in	the	sense	that	they	are	used	to	address	both	a	non-relative	or	a	relative,	but	with	a	term	that	does	not	correspond	to	the	biological	relationship.	For	example,	addressing	an	older	sister,	cousin,	friend,	etc.	as	ci	(‘older	sister’)	in	Indonesian;	

















	 Any	study	on	forms	of	address	must	necessarily	include	some	reference	to	the	work	of	Roger	Brown,	Albert	Gilman,	and	Marguerite	Ford,	who	are	“regarded	as	the	initiators	of	modern	sociolinguistic	investigation	of	forms	of	address”	(Braun,	1988,	p.	14).	This	section	will	describe	the	key	postulations	offered	in	their	work,	which	will	serve	as	the	basis	for	the	analysis	of	forms	of	address	in	Honduran	Spanish.	It	must	be	clarified	that	only	the	work	of	Brown	and	Gilman	will	be	referenced	here	because	of	its	examination	of	pronominal	address,	since	Brown	and	Ford’s	work	mainly	deals	with	nominal	address	(§2.1.1).	Additionally,	this	section	will	succinctly	present	the	most	important	criticisms	of	Brown,	Gilman,	and	Ford’s	theory,	 based	 on	 Braun’s	 (1988)	 long,	 and	 yet	 not	 exhaustive,	 list	 of	 objections	 and	modifications	(§2.1.2),	and	on	Schwenter’s	 (1993)	research	 in	Peninsular	Spanish	and	 its	ensuing	theoretical	implications	(§2.1.3).			
	
2.1.1.	Seminal	studies	on	pronominal	address	






([cp.	 Braun,	 1988]	 Gilman	 &	 Brown,	 1958).	 	 These	 dimensions	 were	 expanded	 in	 a	subsequent	article,	evident	in	the	following	re-designations:	the	vertical	dimension	was	now	the	‘power	semantic’	and	the	horizontal,	the	‘solidarity	semantic’	(Brown	&	Gilman,	1960).	These	semantics,	which	are	actually	sociopragmatic	dimensions,	govern	pronoun	selection:	either	T	(familiar/informal;	e.g.	tú	or	vos	in	Spanish)	or	V	(formal;	e.g.	usted	in	Spanish).77	The	 general	 rules	 have	been	one	of	 nonreciprocal	 power	 semantic	 and	one	of	 reciprocal	solidarity	(Brown,	1965,	p.	55).	Brown	and	Gilman	(1960)	propose	that	with	respect	to	the	nonreciprocal	power	semantic				







resulting	in	a	two-dimensional	system	in	which	each	pronoun	has	two	connotations.	Uber	(2011)	explains,	“T	expresses	intimacy	when	it	is	reciprocal	and	condescension	when	it	is	[nonreciprocal];	V	expresses	 formality	or	remoteness	when	 it	 is	reciprocal	and	deference	when	 it	 is	 [nonreciprocal]”	 (p.	 247).	 Figure	 8	 below	 illustrates	 Brown	 and	 Gilman’s	postulations	described	here.		


































is	that	their	address	system	contains	a	variety	of	forms	(nominal	and	pronominal)	that	may	perform	 a	 similar	 sociopragmatic	 function	 from	which	 to	 choose	 in	 any	 given	 situation.	Additionally,	 there	 might	 also	 be	 various	 sociopragmatic	 functions	 that	 could	 be	accomplished	with	the	same	form.	Honduran	Spanish	serves	as	a	perfect	example	of	this	in	that	both	vos	and	usted	can	function	as	forms	of	intimacy	(i.e.	confianza),	but	usted	can	also	function	 as	 a	 form	 of	 distance/respect	 (see	 Table	 4	 in	 §1.2.2.4).	 This	 illustrates	 that	 in	languages	with	 a	wide	 range	 of	 variants	 and/or	 functions	 per	 variant,	 usage	 patterns	 of	address	forms	are	not	easily	classified	as	symmetrical/asymmetrical	or	T/V.	Furthermore,	it	illustrates	that	a	certain	form	might	have	functions	that	are	contrary	to	those	ascribed	to	them,	following	Brown	and	Gilman’s	theory	(e.g.	intimacy	expressed	through	usted,	which	is	an	 attribute	 of	 T	 and	 not	 V).	 Consequently,	 in	 order	 to	 explain	 said	 usage	 patterns,	 it	 is	essential	to	assess	extralinguistic	features	of	the	speaker,	the	addressee,	their	relationship,	and	the	context.	In	some	cases,	according	to	Braun	(1988),	the	motives	behind	selecting	one	form	 over	 the	 others	 are	 so	 subtle	 that	 rules	 are	 extremely	 difficult	 to	 set	 up.	 It	 is	 also	essential	 to	modify	 Brown	 and	 Gilman’s	 theory	 to	 account	 for	 the	 reality	 of	 the	 address	system	of	any	given	language,	which	renders	their	theory	not	universal.				
	
2.1.3.	Schwenter’s	theoretical	considerations				












sense	of	like-mindedness,	and	(6)	positive/negative	affect	(p.	7).	Therefore,	because	of	the	different	 components	 that	 power/status	 and	 solidarity	 can	 comprise,	 these	 two	sociopragmatic	dimensions	are	labeled	here	with	the	neutral	terms	vertical	dimension	and	
horizontal	 dimension,	 respectively,	 congruent	with	 Leech’s	 (2014)	 “vertical	 distance”	 and	“horizontal	distance.”		Based	on	Brown	and	Gilman’s	(1960)	and	Brown’s	(1965)	observations	and	his	own	study	of	nonreciprocal	T/V	usage	in	Spanish	summarized	above,	Schwenter	(1993)	proposes	modifications	to	their	theory—modification	that	might	explain	the	patterns	of	pronominal	forms	 of	 address	 found	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish.	 These	modifications	 include	 the	 following	(Schwenter,	1993,	pp.	32-33):	
• Nonreciprocal	 T/V	 usage	 may	 be	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	 interaction	 between	 the	horizontal	 dimension	 and	 deference,	 defined	 as	 a	 “symbolic	 means	 by	 which	appreciation	 is	 regularly	 conveyed	 to	 a	 recipient…	 or	 something	 of	 which	 this	recipient	is	taken	as	a	symbol,	extension,	or	agent”	(Goffman,	1956,	p.	477).79		
• The	 horizontal	 dimension	 is	 defined	 mainly	 by	 two	 variables:	 (1)	similarity/difference	of	social	attributes,	and	(2)	degree	of	intimacy,	which	are	both	dependent	on	the	situational	context.	
• Certain	relations	formerly	governed	by	the	vertical	dimension	have	been	reanalyzed	in	terms	of	the	horizontal	dimension,	and	yet,	have	retained	nonreciprocal	T/V,	not	





















politeness	 research.	 To	 that	 end,	 the	 following	 subsections	 will:	 (1)	 briefly	 explain	 how	politeness	has	been	theoretically	conceptualized	(§2.2.1);	(2)	review	Brown	and	Levinson’s	(1987)	model	of	politeness	and	some	aspects	of	Leech’s	(2014)	most	recent	theory	(§2.2.2);	(3)	present	Terkourafi’s	 (2001;	2004)	discussion	on	 the	operationalizability	of	 some	key	concepts	of	Brown	and	Levinson’s	model	(§2.2.3);	and	(4)	summarize	the	initial	research	on	Spanish	confianza	(§2.2.4).		
	
2.2.1.	What	is	politeness?	






	 Within	 this	 scholastic	panorama,	 studies	have	 tended	 to	adopt	one	of	 two	general	views	 of	 politeness,	 a	 pragmatic	 view	 or	 a	 sociocultural	 view	 (Culpeper,	 2011).	 From	 a	pragmatic	 perspective,	 politeness	 is	 viewed	 as	 the	 implementation	 of	 strategies	 in	communication	 with	 the	 objective	 of	 maintaining	 social	 equilibrium	 (cp.	 Leech,	 1983),	avoiding	potential	 aggression	 (cp.	Brown	&	Levinson,	1987)	or	minimizing	confrontation	(cp.	Lakoff,	1989).	Among	the	studies	that	have	explored	politeness	phenomena	from	this	perspective	are	the	classic	ones	listed	here,	which	consider	that	effective	communication	is	accomplished	via	the	application	of	maxims	(Lakoff,	1973;	Leech,	1983)	or	strategies	(Brown	&	Levinson,	1987)	in	different	communicative	situations.	From	a	sociocultural	perspective,	the	social	context	takes	precedence	by	considering	the	social	norms	held	by	the	society	being	studied	 or	 the	 notions	 that	 the	members	 of	 the	 society	 use	 for	 effective	 communication.	Fraser	(1990)	states,		













kinds	of	interaction	to	happen,	to	be	able	to	hypothesize	what	others’	expectations	are	and	to	know	how	to	meet	them.	And	once	interaction	has	started	we	monitor	how	participants	are	constructing	and	orienting	 to	politeness	and	adjust	our	pragmatic	choices	accordingly.	Meanings,	including	understandings	of	politeness,	thus	emerge	in	the	flux	of	social	interaction.	(p.	394)		In	 accordance	 with	 Culpeper	 (2011),	 the	 present	 dissertation	 aims	 at	 understanding	pronominal	 address	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish	 by	 taking	 theoretical	 postulations	 previously	proposed	as	a	basis	for	analysis,	but	most	importantly,	by	examining	address	use	within	the	Honduran	sociocultural	context,	including	the	participants’	own	understandings	regarding	the	accepted	use	of	address	forms	in	Honduran	Spanish.	
	
2.2.2.	Some	relevant	theoretical	postulates	regarding	politeness	







and	concurrently	be	aware	of	and	satisfy	each	other’s	social	needs.	One	way	of	achieving	the	latter	is	by	being	polite.81	Expanding	on	this,	Brown	and	Levinson	(1987	[1978])	put	forth	the	 first	 highly	 articulated—and	 yet	 highly	 criticized—theory	 of	 politeness.	 In	 it,	 they	incorporate	not	only	Gricean	principles,	but	also	the	concept	of	face,	82	introduced	into	social	theories	 concerning	Western	 societies	 by	 Goffman	 (1967)	 as	 “the	 positive	 social	 value	 a	person	effectively	claims	for	himself[/herself]	by	the	line	others	assume	he[/she]	has	taken	during	a	particular	contact.”	 In	other	words,	 face	 is	 the	public	self-image	dependent	on	a	person’s	 evaluation	 of	 how	he	 or	 she	 appears	 to	 others	 (Leech,	 2014),	 or	 as	 Brown	 and	Levinson	 present	 it,	 it	 is	 “the	 public	 [self-image]	 that	 every	member	 wants	 to	 claim	 for	himself[/herself]”	 (1987,	 p.	 61).	 Importantly,	 they	 not	 only	 assume	 that	 all	 interlocutors	possess	face,	but	also	that	they	are	rational	beings,	“which	guarantees	inferences	from	ends	or	goals	to	means	that	will	satisfy	those	ends”	(Brown	&	Levinson,	1987,	p.	64).				 For	Brown	and	Levinson,	face	is	“something	that	is	emotionally	invested,	and	can	be	lost,	maintained,	or	enhanced,	and	must	be	constantly	attended	to	in	interaction”	(p.	66).	In	this	 sense,	 every	 speech	 act	 has	 the	 potential	 of	 threatening	 either	 the	 speaker’s	 or	 the	hearer’s	face	(what	Brown	and	Levinson	termed	Face-Threatening	Acts,	or	FTAs);	politeness	
























Figure	9.	Strategies	for	Avoiding	FTAs	Greater																																																																																																							1.	Baldly	(without	redressive	action)																																																																	On	record																																																																																							2.	Positive																																																																																																																																																																															politeness																																					Do	the	FTA	 	 	 													With	redressive	action	 	 																																																																																																																																																																																																																																										4.	Off	record																																																																																					 																																																																 	 																																															 	 	 																									5.	Don’t	do	the	FTA				 	 	 	 	 	 	 																													Lesser		 			 Briefly,	‘bald	on-record’	speech	acts	carry	the	greatest	amount	of	risk	of	threatening	face,	 since	 these	 are	 the	most	 direct,	 as	 in	 the	 request	Pass	me	 the	 salt.	To	mitigate	 the	potential	face-threat	of	the	speech	act,	one	could	choose	from	two	sets	of	strategies:	‘positive’	
																																								 																				83	For	a	detailed	explanation	of	Brown	and	Levinson’s	Theory	please	refer	to	their	1987	book	Politeness:	Some	






and	 ‘negative	 politeness.’	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 positive	 politeness	 “anoints	 the	 face	 of	 the	addressee	 by	 indicating	 that	 in	 some	 respects,	 [speaker]	 wants	 [hearer]’s	 wants	 (for	example,	by	treating	him/her	as	a	member	of	an	in-group,	a	friend,	a	person	whose	wants	and	 personality	 traits	 are	 known	 and	 liked).”	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 negative	 politeness	 “is	essentially	avoidance-based	and	consists…	in	assurances	that	the	speaker…	will	not	interfere	with	the	addressee’s	freedom	of	action”	(Brown	&	Levinson,	1987,	p.	75).	Differently	stated,	positive	politeness	is	concerned	with	enhancing	the	addressee’s	desire	of	being	appreciated	or	approved	of	by	showing	closeness	or	affiliation,	whereas	negative	politeness	is	concerned	with	lessening	the	imposition	by	showing	distance	and/or	formality.	Brown	and	Levinson	list	 fifteen	 linguistic	 positive-politeness	 strategies—such	 as	 the	 use	 of	 in-group	 identity	markers	and	endearment	terms,	as	in	Dear,	pass	me	the	salt—and	ten	negative-politeness	strategies—such	as	minimizing	the	imposition,	as	in	Could	you	pass	me	the	salt?	‘Off	record’	strategies	 involve	 hinting	 without	 overt	 expression	 with	 the	 hope	 that	 the	 hearer	 will	understand	what	is	implied	and	act	according	to	the	desired	outcome,	as	in	Wow!	This	food	













desire	to	be	free	from	imposition	and	free	to	act	take	precedence.	In	other	words,	negative	politeness	is	preferred	when	engaging	in	facework.	As	Brown	and	Levinson	state,	“[i]t	is	safer	to	assume	that	H[earer]	prefers	his	peace	and	self-determination	more	than	he	prefers	your	expressions	of	regard,	unless	you	are	certain	of	the	contrary”	(p.	74).	Even	though	this	might	be	the	case	for	Western	societies,	it	is	not	for	collectivist	societies,	such	as	those	in	the	East,	where	group	belonging	is	emphasized	through	in-group	and	out-group	differences	and	social	positioning	with	 respect	 to	 superiors	and	 inferiors	 ([cp.	Gu,	1990;	 Ide,	1993;	Mao,	1994]	Leech,	2014).	With	respect	to	politeness,	Brown	and	Levinson’s	understanding	that	it	serves	as	a	mitigation	of	FTAs	in	pursuit	of	individual	goals	has	been	especially	criticized	by	Eastern	theorists	 such	 as	 Ide	 (1993).	 According	 to	 Ide	 (1993),	 Brown	 and	 Levinson’s	 view	 of	politeness	 is	 congruent	 with	 one	 of	 the	 types	 of	 politeness	 in	 Japanese,	 which	 she	 calls	
volition.	However,	particularly	important	in	Japanese	culture	is	a	second	type	of	politeness:	





















of	 this	 investigation	 is	 to	 empirically	 confirm	 the	 general	 address	 system	 that	 currently	characterizes	Honduran	Spanish,	Leech’s	conceptualization	of	bivalent	politeness	provides	a	 useful	 tool	 for	 analysis;	 however,	 it	 must	 be	 pointed	 out	 that	 this	 concept	 would	 not	successfully	explain	inter	and	intrapersonal	covariation	that	may	be	present	in	the	language.	Moreover,	his	view	of	the	conventionalized	use	of	the	maxims	of	Approbation	and	Modesty,	which	would	explain	politeness	phenomena	in	negatively-polite	societies	where	the	speaker	uses	 the	polite	 form	 (i.e.	usted)	 to	 show	approbation	 and	modesty,	 does	not	 successfully	explain	 current	 practices	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish,	 such	 as	 the	 example	 provided	 above.	However,	 the	 conventionality	 of	 these	 maxims	 could	 be	 accepted	 as	 conventionalized	deference	(Schwenter,	1993;	see	§2.1.3	above).				
	
2.2.3.	The	operationalizability	of	P,	D,	and	R	













Terkourafi	(2001;	2004)	explains	that	in	order	to	appropriately	account	for	the	cases	mentioned	 above	 under	 Brown	 and	 Levinson’s	 theory,	 one	 would	 need	 to	 expand	 the	definition	of	power	to	include	relationships	in	which	the	recipient	of	the	deferent	form	does	not	hold	‘real’	material	or	metaphysical	power	over	the	speaker,	but	can	claim	power	over	him/her	only	metaphorically.	Therefore,	the	instances	Terkourafi	encountered	in	her	data	could	only	be	explained	by	a	metaphorical	exertion	of	power.	Regarding	first	name	+	mu,	this	would	entail	“behaving	the	way	a	mother	would	toward	a	child”	(p.	99).	Consequently,	this	use	of	first	name	+	mu	would	constitute	an	instance	of	positive	politeness	in	that	the	speaker	wants	the	addressee	to	feel	good.	Regarding	title	+	first	name,	since	age	cannot	be	construed	as	a	real	source	of	power	over	the	speaker,	as	it	cannot	be	enforced	exactly	as	understood	by	Brown	 and	 Levinson	 (1987)	 and	 Brown	 and	 Gilman	 (1960),	 it	 could	 only	 be	 construed	metaphorically.		Nevertheless,	Terkourafi	explains	that	construing	power	in	this	manner	renders	the	concept	too	elusive	and	greatly	unfalsifiable.	Since	metaphorical	power	“can	be	in	conflict	with	concrete	sources	of	power,	and	may	even	override	them”	(2004,	p.	125),	the	speaker	would	need	to	decide	whether	to	attend	to	real	power	or	to	metaphorical	power.	Instead,	Terkourafi	 proposes	 that	 the	 speaker	 assesses	 the	 extralinguistic	 factors	 present	 in	 the	situation	to	make	his/her	choice	of	address	form,	yielding	more	accurate	predictions.	She	explains,		






asymmetrical	uses	of	title	+	[first	name]	are	more	adequately	accounted	for	in	terms	of	the	addressee’s	age	(older	than	the	speaker)	and	the	setting	of	the	exchange	(at	work).	This	is	not	to	say	that	all	asymmetrical	uses	of	[first	name]	+	mu	and	title	+	[first	name]	will	actually	exhibit	these	extralinguistic	features.	However,	they	all	aim	at	 invoking	 the	 emotive	 connotations	 of	 relationships	 characterized	 by	 these	extralinguistic	features.	In	this	sense,	rather	than	being	ambiguous	as	to	the	sources	that	 prompted	 the	 speaker’s	 choice	 of	 address,	 asymmetric	 occurrences	 of	 these	address	terms	make	such	sources	transparent.	(2004,	p.	131;	emphasis	in	original)	
	The	 relevance	 of	 this	 approach	 is	 two-fold:	 (1)	 contra	 Brown	 and	 Levinson’s	assertions	that	the	value	sources	of	P,	D,	and	R	are	untraceable	once	combined,	they,	in	fact,	become	transparent	and	obvious	when	considering	the	extralinguistic	features	of	the	context	of	the	interaction;	and	(2)	the	psychological	load	on	the	speaker	becomes	much	lighter	by	internalizing	what	expression	to	use	 in	any	given	situation	rather	 than	by	calculating	 the	result	of	a	formula	such	as	that	proposed	by	Brown	and	Levinson:	Wx	=	D(S,H)	+	P(H,S)	+	Rx.	It	 will	 be	 shown	 here	 that	 even	 though	 some	 instances	 of	 the	 data	 under	 study	 can	 be	explained	 by	 applying	 Brown	 and	 Levinson’s	 model,	 all	 of	 it	 can	 be	 accounted	 for	 by	evaluating	the	extralinguistic	features	of	the	interactions,	as	proposed	by	Terkourafi.		
2.2.4.	Confianza	as	a	theoretical,	linguistic	concept		






and/or	trust	(i.e.	vos	or	tú	and	even	usted	in	certain	varieties	[see	§1.2.2]).	What	this	research	has	failed	to	accomplish	is	to	provide	a	precise	description	of	confianza	as	a	linguistic	concept	that	can	be	clearly	applied	to	the	study	of	forms	of	address.	Even	though	confianza	has	not	been	adequately	defined	in	address	research	on	Spanish,	it	has	been	an	important	concept	for	politeness	research	on	Spanish	in	recent	decades.	Its	study	has	been	heavily	influenced	by	 Brown	 and	 Levinson’s	 (1987)	 model	 of	 politeness,	 and	 thereupon,	 has	 attributed	 a	positive-politeness	ethos	to	Spanish	in	which	interactions	are	“generally	warm,	easy-going,	friendly”	 contra	 a	 negative-politeness	 ethos	 characterized	 as	 “stiff,	 formal,	 deferential”	(Brown	&	Levinson,	1987,	p.	243).	Consequently,	multiple	studies,	especially	comparative	investigations	between	Spanish	and	English	(e.g.	Ardila,	2004,	2005,	2006;	Hickey	&	Vázquez	Orta,	 1994;	 Márquez	 Reiter,	 2000;	 Vázquez	 Orta,	 1995),	 have	 considered	 certain	interactional	 phenomena,	 such	 as	 the	 overt	 expression	 of	 feelings,	 the	 lack	 of	 politeness	strategies	(e.g.	thanking	or	apologizing)	in	response	to	routine	acts,	and	the	excessive	use	of	






relationships	transferred	from	types	of	relationships	such	as	those	established	within	the	family	 group	 or	 among	 friends	 to	 daily	 conversational	 situations”	 (pp.	 169-170;	 my	translation	 and	 emphasis).	 From	 this	 perspective,	 and	 adopting	 Thurén	 (1988),	 Bravo	understands	confianza	as	knowing	what	to	abide	by	with	respect	to	the	interlocutor	and	that	one	can	speak	 freely	without	 fear	of	causing	offense	(Thurén,	1988,	p.	222).	However,	as	Ardila	 (2006)	 points	 out,	 confianza,	 as	 Bravo	 understands	 it,	 is	 contradicted	 by	 other	asseverations	 she	 makes	 about	 Spanish	 culture.	 For	 example,	 confianza	 seeks	 the	appreciation	of	the	interlocutors	to	facilitate	communication,	but	Bravo	also	states	that	to	obtain	the	appreciation	of	the	interlocutors,	one	must	be	original	and	be	aware	of	one’s	own	good	 qualities	 (Bravo,	 1999,	 p.	 168),	 a	 requirement	 that	 could	 also	 cause	 social	 conflict.	Therefore,	Ardila	(2006)	concludes	that	“it	 is	very	difficult	 to	comprehend	how	confianza	typical	 of	 ‘friends,	 relatives	 or	 coworkers’	 can	 be	 applied	 to	 ‘different	 scenarios’…	 if	 the	speakers	know	that	it	can	lead	to	‘social	conflict’”	(p.	16).					 Hernández	Flores	(2001;	2004a;	2004b),	taking	the	Spanish	spoken	in	the	Spaniard	family	context,	discusses	politeness	in	colloquial	Spanish	and	recognizes	the	importance	of	
confianza.	 The	 researcher	 specifies	 confianza	 by	 way	 of	 four	 premises:	 (1)	 having	 the	interlocutor’s	confianza	means	sharing	a	close	and	affective	relationship;	(2)	making	use	of	






and	 interviews	 on	 television	 programs.	 Importantly,	 these	 studies	 have	 concluded	 that	
confianza	is	endemic	to	Spanish	and	thus,	is	responsible	for	the	charismatic,	friendly	attitude	of	 Hispanics	 (or	 more	 specifically,	 Spaniards)	 used	 to	 gain	 the	 interlocutors’	 trust—a	conclusion	Ardila	(2006)	opposes,	stating	that	in	this	respect,	an	excess	of	confianza	outside	of	the	family	context,	in	fact,	leads	to	distrust.	However,	an	excessive	use	of	confianza	even	in	formal	contexts	 in	Spanish	culture	cannot	be	denied.	With	respect	to	forms	of	address,	Ardila	 (2006)	 explains	 that	 many	 decades	 ago	 Dámaso	 Alonso,	 a	 famous	 Spanish	 poet,	advised	against	the	excessive	use	of	tú	instead	of	usted	because	of	what	was	later	referred	to	as	confianza.	This	resulted	in	some	sort	of	semantic	erosion	(or	bleaching),	which	has	led	to	
tú	losing	its	semantic	value	of	true	confianza.	He	quotes	Dámaso	Alonso:	“How	soft	was	usted,	how	sincere,	how	nuanced!	Friendship,	tú,	were	gained,	were	constructed	slowly.	Tú	was	then	a	true	tú”	(as	cited	in	Ardila,	2006,	p.	20;	my	translation).	Notably,	similar	developments	regarding	vos	have	not	been	observed	in	Honduran	Spanish.	









	 In	 accordance	 with	 one	 of	 the	 criticisms	 of	 Brown	 and	 Gilman’s	 (1960)	 theory	discussed	 in	 §2.1.2—that	 of	 the	 crucial	 role	 of	 the	 speaker	 in	 address	 variation—,	 this	dissertation	 explores	 possible	 changes	 in	 the	 pronominal	 system	 of	 address	 forms	 of	Honduran	Spanish	within	a	Speaker-based	theoretical	model	of	language	change	introduced	by	Weinreich,	Labov,	and	Herzog	(1968)	and	examines	pronominal	address	variation	in	said	variety	from	a	Labovian	variationist	approach	to	sociolinguistics.	The	following	subsections	will:	 (1)	 detail	 the	 main	 tenets	 of	 Speaker-based	 approaches	 to	 language	 change	 and	variationist	sociolinguistics	(§2.3.1);	(2)	describe	the	process	of	 language	change	from	an	evolutionary	perspective	(§2.3.2);	and	(3)	review	the	principal	 theoretical	postulates	of	a	variationist	approach	to	morphosyntactic	variation	(§2.3.3).			
	
2.3.1.	A	Speaker-based	theory	of	language	change	and	the	variationist	approach	












Speakers	 are	 the	 agents	 of	 change.	 It	 goes	 without	 saying	 that	 speakers	 change	language	and	that	the	term	‘language’	is	an	abstraction	over	the	collective	behavior	of	a	 speech	 community.	 It	 is	 salutary	 to	 remember	 that	 when	 one	 is	 dealing	 with	structural	and	developmental	tendencies	in	language	it	is	in	the	linguistic	behavior	of	speakers	that	these	are	manifested.	(p.	404)			Therefore,	 it	 is	the	speakers	themselves	who,	through	a	process	of	selection	from	a	set	of	competing	 linguistic	 variants	 both	 old	 and	 new,	 gradually	 propagate	 the	 use	 of	 the	 new	variant	throughout	their	speech	community.				 Essential	to	a	Speaker-based	approach	to	variationist	sociolinguistics	is	not	only	the	individual	 speaker,	 but	 also	 the	 speech	 community.	89	To	 be	 able	 to	 understand	 fully	 the	linguistic	 behavior	 of	 the	 speakers	 one	must	 also	 examine	 the	 linguistic	 patterns	 of	 the	community	as	a	whole,	provided	that	the	individual	speaker	is	“a	product	of	a	unique	social	history,	and	the	intersection	of	the	linguistic	patterns	of	all	the	social	groups	and	categories	that	define	that	individual”	(Labov,	2001,	p.	34).	Thus,	it	is	essential	to	take	into	account	the	social	psychology	of	the	community	as	a	product	of	the	shared	sociocultural	history	of	the	individual	speakers	that	underlie	their	linguistic	behavior,	and	thus,	could	potentially	serve	as	an	impetus	for	language	change,	as	might	be	the	case	of	pronominal	address	in	Honduran	Spanish.	 Interestingly,	 Labov	 (2001)	 rejects	 “the	 reduction	 of	 social	 factors	 to	 the	 social	






psychology	of	individuals”	by	virtue	of	centering	on	the	individuals’	idiolect	and	not	on	that	of	the	speech	community	(p.	34).			 The	“reduction	of	social	factors	to	the	social	psychology	of	individuals”	is	not	what	is	argued	 for	 here.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 in	 agreement	with	 Labov,	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 speakers’	linguistic	 and	 communicative	 behavior	 in	 relation	 to	 their	 social	 characteristics	 is	imperative;	 however,	 this	 analysis	must	 go	 beyond	 their	 social	 characteristics	 to	 include	their	 social	 identities	 and	 ideologies,	 as	 part	 of	 the	 social	 psychology	 of	 the	 community,	regarding	the	linguistic	feature	under	study.	Recall	here	that	social	psychology	is	understood	as	the	set	of	beliefs,	thoughts,	and	behaviors	that	result	from	the	influence	of	interactions	with	others	(cp.	Allport,	1985;	see	footnote	6	in	§1.0).	For	instance,	shared	and	internalized	social	conventions,	sociocultural	norms,	and	social	identities	can	influence	human	behavior	in	observable	and	measurable	ways.	 In	this	respect,	 the	present	dissertation	explores	the	influence	that	the	ideologies	concerning	pronominal	address	forms	and	that	their	indexical	values	have	on	the	linguistic	behavior	of	the	Honduran	community,	that	is,	on	the	current	variation	 (and	 possible	 change)	 in	 pronominal	 address	 that	 is	 observed	 in	 Honduran	Spanish.	It	is	by	including	large-scale	motivations	that	concern	the	community	as	a	whole	that	the	precise	question	of	‘why’	language	changes	can	be	answered	more	comprehensively	(more	on	this	in	§2.3.3).	This	approach	is	exemplified	in	the	following	quote	from	Michael	(2014):	






propagates	[…]	Second,	social	and	cultural	factors,	such	as	language	ideologies,	can	encourage	the	propagation	of	particular	variants	at	the	expense	of	others	in	particular	contexts,	likewise	contributing	to	language	change.	(p.	484)			 Central	 to	 the	 Speaker-based	 theoretical	model	 and	 to	 a	 variationist	 approach	 to	language	change	are	the	following	premises,	summarized	from	Weinreich	et	al.	(1968,	pp.	99-101,	186-188):	
• Language	 is	 characterized	 by	 ever-present	 variation,	 constituted	 by	 “structured	heterogeneity”	(i.e.	variation	in	language	is	not	random,	but	constrained	by	factors	internal	and	external	to	the	language	that	reflect	the	mental	grammar	of	the	speakers	and	the	social	composition	of	the	speech	community).90	
• Language	 is	 constantly	 changing;	 however,	 language	 variation	 not	 always	 entails	language	change.	Linguistic	variation	can	lead	to	change	(i.e.	language	change	always	presupposes	variation),	but	it	can	also	be	stable	and	not	lead	to	change.	
• Language	 change	 emerges	 from	 the	 structured	 heterogeneity	 that	 characterizes	linguistic	variation	and	is	never	a	direct	substitution	of	an	older	form	with	a	new	one.	In	fact,	there	is	a	period	of	alternation	and	competition	between	old	and	new	forms.		
• Language	 transmits	 much	 more	 than	 semantic	 meaning;	 it	 also	 conveys	 social	meaning	 based	 on	 the	 cultural,	 ideological,	 and	 psychological	 make-up	 of	 the	community	(cp.	Tagliamonte,	2006,	pp.	5-7).	






Thus,	language	change	results	from	the	propagation	of	linguistic	innovations,	originating	in	individual	 speakers	 or	 speaker	 groups,	 as	 they	 are	 increasingly	 adopted	 by	 the	 speech	community	through	communicative	interactions	(cp.	Hickey,	2012;	Michael,	2014;	Milroy,	2003).			
	
2.3.2.	The	course	of	language	change	 	
	 Labov’s	groundbreaking	research	in	Martha’s	Vineyard	in	1963	and	later	in	New	York	City	 in	 1966	 brought	 important	 methodological	 innovations	 to	 the	 study	 of	 language	change—innovations	that	have	since	been	essential	to	variationist	research—in	addition	to	offering	 empirical	 evidence	 for	 the	 theoretical	 model	 described	 in	 the	 previous	 section.	According	to	Bailey	(2006),	these	methodological	innovations	allow	linguistic	changes	to	be	‘observed’	 synchronically	 as	 they	 are	 taking	 place,91	including	what	 is	 perhaps	 the	most	important	 innovation,	 the	 apparent-time	 construct,	 “a	 surrogate	 for	 the	 real-time	examination	of	data	at	different	points	 in	history”	(p.	312).	Britain	(2010)	recognizes	 the	importance	of	the	apparent-time	construct	when	stating	that,		








This	construct	assumes	the	following:	(1)	the	factors,	both	linguistic	and	social,	that	motivate	and	constrain	the	change	are	the	same	in	the	present	as	they	were	in	the	past;	(2)	when	such	factors	are	held	constant,	 synchronic	generational	differences	with	 respect	 to	a	 linguistic	form	 would	 parallel	 with	 the	 diachronic	 evolution	 of	 the	 form	 in	 the	 language;	 that	 is,	apparent-time	evidence	of	change	could	be	confirmed	through	real-time	evidence,	and	thus,	it	 is	 generalizable;	 (3)	once	 the	 individuals	 reach	 ‘linguistic	 adulthood,’	 their	 vernaculars	remain	stable	 for	the	remainder	of	their	 life	([cp.	Labov,	1972;	1981;	2001]	Bailey,	2006;	D’Arcy,	2013).92			 The	 apparent-time	 construct	 is	 a	 useful	 tool	 when	 attempting	 to	 detect	 or	 when	analyzing	a	change	 in	progress.	This	 tool	 is	especially	convenient	when	studying	changes	that	 are	 taking	 place	 over	 a	 relatively	 brief	 period	 of	 time	 in	 communities	 that	 are	 still	available	for	study,	such	as	the	changes	related	to	quotative	be	like	in	English	(cp.	D’Arcy,	2013);	however,	the	course	of	the	change	might	take	centuries	to	complete	and	sometimes	might	not	be	ever	 fully	completed	(Denison,	2003).	This	process	 is	 typically	described	by	means	of	a	statistical	S-shaped	curve	(Croft,	2000;	Denison,	2003)—as	Croft	(2000)	states,	“the	time	course	of	the	propagation	of	a	language	change	typically	follows	an	S-curve”	(p.	183).	According	to	Denison	(2003),	change	can	be	depicted	as	“slow,	slow,	quick,	quick,	slow”	where	it	is	“occasional	and	sporadic”	at	first,	then	gains	momentum	as	it	spreads,	that	is,	as	it	 is	 adopted	by	more	and	more	members	of	 the	 speech	 community	and	 is	used	 in	more	







































community	 (see	 Croft,	 2000;	Hull,	 1988;	 Keller	 1994;	Mufwene,	 2001;	 Ritt,	 2004).93	This	replication	involves	adopting	the	linguistic	structure	with	its	social/indexical	meaning	as	a	product	of	frequency	of	use	and	exposure	to	its	use,	which	are	processes	that	are	dependent	on	the	social	ties	among	the	members	of	the	speech	community	and	on	the	social/indexical	meanings	of	the	new	variants	(cp.	Croft,	2000;	Labov,	2001;	Milroy,	1987;	2003;	Milroy	&	Milroy,	1985;	Weinreich	et	al.,	1968),	“since	they	play	a	crucial	role	in	the	frequency	with,	and	circumstance	in	which,	they	are	used,	as	mediated	by	the	perceived	social	efficacy	of	the	element	in	question”	(Michael,	2014,	p.	488).		 Croft	 (2000)	 describes	 the	 course	 of	 language	 change	 in	 three	 stages,	 depicted	 in	Figure	11	above.	The	first	stage,	which	he	calls	innovation,	involves	the	inception	of	the	new	variant	 (i.e.	 the	 innovation),	 emerging	 from	 an	 individual	 speaker	 or	 a	 small	 group	 of	speakers	(i.e.	the	innovators).	This	stage	is	represented	by	the	slow	rise	in	the	curve	in	Figure	11	 from	 single	 digit	 percentages	 to	 approximately	 20-25%	 (Denison,	 2003,	 p.	 55).94	The	second	stage	involves	the	selection	and	propagation	of	the	innovation	through	the	gradual	yet	 rapidly	 increasing	 adoption	 of	 the	 new	 variant	 by	 a	 larger	 portion	 of	 the	 speech	community	 (i.e.	 the	 adopters),	 contingent	 upon	 social	 networks	 and	 frequency	 of	 and	exposure	to	use.	In	Figure	11,	this	stage	is	represented	by	the	steep	rise	in	percent	of	use	of	














	 After	Labov’s	revolutionary	research	in	the	1960s,	the	tendency	among	variationists	has	 been	 to	 analyze	 language	 variation	 and	 change	 at	 the	 phonetic	 level.	 This	 is	 in	 part	because	 of	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 entities	 under	 study,	 that	 is,	 the	 linguistic	 variants.	 These	variants	comprise	what	Labov	termed	the	 linguistic	variable	 (another	 important	research	tool	in	addition	to	the	apparent-time	construct),	presenting	a	set	of	choices	with	essentially	the	 same	 semantic	 meaning	 from	 which	 speakers	 can	 choose	 (consciously	 or	subconsciously)	 for	 specific	 communicative	 purposes	 (i.e.	 conditioned	 by	 linguistic	 and	extralinguistic	 factors),	 thus,	 forming	 the	 structured	 heterogeneity	 that	 characterizes	language	 (cp.	 Labov,	 1966,	 p.	 15).	 Because	 at	 the	 phonetic	 level	 linguistic	 variants	 are	arbitrary,	 that	 is,	 they	 have	 little	 or	 no	 bearing	 on	 referential	meaning,	 their	 analysis	 is	relatively	straight-forward.	For	instance,	in	Honduran	Spanish	a	speaker	might	produce	the	intervocalic	 consonant	 cluster	 /pC/	 as	 either	 [pC]	 or	 [kC]	 in	 words	 such	 as	 Pepsi	 or	




































The	present	division	between	Peninsular	and	Latin	American	Spanish	with	respect	to	pronominal	address	has	been	attributed	to	Latin	America’s	desire	to	differentiate	itself	from	the	Spanish	Crown	during	the	period	leading	up	to	its	independence,	and	later	reinforced	as	the	different	Latin	American	nation-States	developed	their	own	national	identities.	This,	in	turn,	contributed	to	the	emergence	of	the	distinct	varieties	of	Latin	American	Spanish,	and	more	specifically,	the	nuanced	sociopragmatic	paradigms	of	forms	of	address	described	in	Chapter	1.	In	order	to	explain	how	these	national	identities	are	produced	and	reproduced	today	 within	 established	 nation-States,	 it	 is	 essential	 to	 consider	 a	 practical	 theory	 of	nationalism.	The	following	subsections	will	lay	the	theoretical	foundation	based	on	Michael	Billig’s	theory	of	banal	nationalism	(§2.4.1)	and	his	approach	to	national	identity	(§2.4.2	and	§2.4.3).					
			
2.4.1.	Banal	nationalism	


















signaling	original	meanings	(sometimes	forgotten)	that	have	a	long	cultural	history.	Hence,	what	is	required	is	“a	psychology	of	the	routine	without	imagination,	by	which	the	‘imagined	community’	 is	 reproduced	 banally	 and	 without	 imagination,	 established	 in	 the	 world	 of	nations”	 (Billig	&	Núñez,	 1998,	 p.	 42;	my	 translation).	What	Billig	 and	Núñez	 refer	 to	 as	“psychology	 of	 the	 routine	without	 imagination”	 is	what	Bourdieu	 (1990)	 calls	habitus.96	Since	 language	 is	 inherently	a	social	activity	very	much	present	 in	virtually	every	human	practice,	it	is	reasonable	and	obvious	that	certain	linguistic	practices	become	part	of	one’s	
habitus,	and	why	not,	part	of	a	society’s	habitus	(their	social	psychology).	In	that	sense,	it	is	argued	 here	 that	 linguistic	 elements	 can	 also	 be	 symbols/practices	 of	 national	 identity,	taking	the	case	of	vos	as	a	banal	symbol	that	indexes	and	reproduces	Honduran	nationhood.	Therefore,	any	increase	in	and	innovative	use	of	vos	would	reinforce	the	indexical	connection	between	vos	and	Honduran	national	identity.	
	
2.4.2.	Language	and	national	identity		
A	study	of	national	identity	requires	the	study	of	its	(re)production	in	language	usage.	Billig	 (1995)	states,	 “an	 identity	 is	 to	be	 found	 in	 the	embodied	habits	of	 social	 life.	Such	habits	include	those	of	thinking	and	using	language.	To	have	a	national	identity	is	to	possess	ways	of	talking	about	nationhood”	(p.	8).	Two	important	implications	can	be	abstracted	from	












membership	into	the	imagined	Chinese	community.	97	All	other	dialects	are	seen	as	markers	of	 regional	ethnolinguistic	communities.	Taylor-Leech	(2012)	observed	 that	 in	 the	city	of	Dili,	capital	of	East	Timor,	local	languages	are	absent	from	its	linguistic	landscape,	while	the	co-official	 languages	 of	 Tetum	and	Portuguese	 are	 very	 readily	 used	 in	 public	 signs.	 The	researcher	concluded	that	these	languages	are	being	used	as	tools	for	nation-building,	“to	promote	a	bilingual	and	biliterate	identity,	to	promote	national	unity	and	pride	and	to	act	as	a	 model	 for	 language	 [standardization]	 and	 literacy	 development”	 (p.	 31).	 Both	 cases	demonstrate	 the	 use	 of	 language	 to	 create	 certain	 ideologies	 necessary	 for	 the	(re)production	 of	 a	 national	 identity,	 whether	 it	 occurs	 tacitly	 (banally)	 as	 in	 the	 case	described	by	Dong	(2010)	or	as	part	of	clear	efforts	toward	language	policy	as	described	by	Taylor-Leech	(2012).	To	recapitulate,	it	is	argued	here	that	just	as	language	can	be	used	to	(re)produce	cultural	identity,	it	can	also	be	used	to	(re)produce	national	identity	as	a	rooted	practice	in	the	habitus	(or	“psychology	of	the	routine	without	imagination”)	of	an	individual	and	as	a	system	of	semiotic	structures	indexically	correlated	to	certain	social	categories.		
	
2.4.3.	National	identity		
“National	identity	is	not	a	cognitive	inner	state,	but	a	set	of	discourses	and	practices,	much	of	which	are	engaged	in	routinely	within	established	nation-States”	(Billig	&	Núñez,	1998,	 p.	 37;	 my	 translation).	 Undoubtedly,	 there	 is	 a	 psychological	 element	 to	 national	identity,	but	it	is	more	a	way	of	being	in	a	nation-State	and	a	way	of	talking	about	oneself	in	



























establishing	the	factors	constraining	address	form	use	regarding	the	speaker,	the	addressee,	and	the	type	of	relationship	between	them,	and	for	detecting	any	change	in	progress	([cp.	Labov,	1972;	1981;	2001]	Bailey,	2006;	D’Arcy,	2013).	Finally,	 the	analysis	would	not	be	complete	without	 investigating	any	motivations	driving	 said	variation	 that	 transcend	 the	specific	 extralinguistic	 constraints	 included	 in	 the	 study	 to	 the	 entire	 Honduran	 speech	community	 through	 its	 shared	 social	 psychology.	 Such	 motivations	 will	 be	 explored	 by	adopting	Billig’s	(1995)	theory	of	banal	nationalism,	which	asserts	that	national	identity	is	produced	and	reproduced	 through	daily	 social	practices,	 arguing	 that	 linguistic	behavior,	including	address	form	use,	 is	part	of	the	set	of	social	practices	that	(re)produce	national	identity.																				 Two	major	sets	of	questions	were	proposed	to	accomplish	 the	research	objectives	alluded	 to	 above	 and	 explicitly	 stated	 in	 §1.3.	 Both	 sets	 form	 the	 basis	 for	 the	 research	methodology	presented	in	the	following	chapter.	The	first	set	corresponds	to	the	exploratory	portion	of	the	study	interested	in	examining	the	attitudes	Honduran	speakers	exhibit	toward	pronominal	 forms	 of	 address	 and	 Honduran	 national	 identity.	 This	 set	 comprises	 the	following	three	questions:		









The	second	set	corresponds	to	the	research	questions	that	guided	the	quantitative	portion	of	 the	 study	 interested	 in	 determining	 the	 general	 formulation	 of	 the	Honduran	 address	system	and	in	detecting	any	change	in	progress	within	it.	This	set	is	divided	into	the	following	three	questions:	
RQ1:	What	 is	 the	 overall	 distribution	 of	 vos,	 tú,	 and	 usted	 in	 the	 spoken	 variety	 of	Honduran	Spanish?		
RQ2:	What	extralinguistic	 factors	 (age,	gender,	 and/or	degree	of	confianza)	 constrain	address	form	selection?	



























	 In	accordance	with	previous	studies	on	forms	of	address	in	Spanish	(e.g.	Hernández	Torres,	 2013;	Millán,	 2011;	 Pinkerton,	 1986;	 Thomas,	 2008;	Weyers,	 2009),	 the	 present	investigation	explores	the	following	extralinguistic	variables:	gender,	age/generation,	and	degree	of	confianza.	 It	must	be	noted	 that	degree	of	confianza	has	not	been	directly	 and	explicitly	included	in	studies	on	pronominal	address;	however,	Benavides	(2003)	claims	that	for	Hondurans,	degree	of	confianza	(or	‘intimacy’	as	he	calls	it)	is	the	second	most	important	factor	 constraining	 address	 form	choice.	This	 factor	was	operationalized	here	 as	 ‘type	of	relationship,’	which	has	been	consistently	included	in	this	type	of	studies	as	an	independent	factor.	 Following	 is	 a	 discussion	 of	 each	 of	 the	 variables	 under	 study:	 gender	 in	 §3.1.1,	age/generation	in	§3.1.2,	degree	of	confianza	in	§3.1.3,	and	the	social	factors	that	were	kept	constant	in	§3.1.4.		
	
3.1.1.	Gender	






differential,	 women	 tend	 to	 prefer	 usted	whereas	 men	 tend	 to	 prefer	 vos;	 however,	 the	researcher	did	not	specify	the	social	positioning	of	the	speakers	on	the	vertical	dimension,	impeding	any	generalization	from	being	made.	In	addition,	he	concluded	that	women	tend	to	 use	 vos	more	 and	 men	 tend	 to	 use	 usted	more	 in	 interactions	 where	 the	 horizontal	dimension	takes	precedence;	again,	no	specifications	about	the	speakers’	social	positioning	on	 this	 dimension	 were	 provided.	 Furthermore,	 Melgares	 (2014)	 observed	 no	 effect	 of	gender	in	his	study,	perhaps	because	of	an	interaction	with	age.	Furthermore,	a	gender	effect	has	been	reported	in	some	varieties	of	Spanish,	such	as	Chilean	and	Guatemalan	Spanish,	but	not	in	others	(see	§1.2.2).	Consequently,	the	present	investigation	includes	gender	of	both	the	speaker	and	the	addressee	to	corroborate	whether	it	plays	a	role	in	pronoun	choice	and	to	serve	as	additional	evidence	of	a	change	in	progress	in	Honduran	Spanish,	if	there	is	one,	assuming	that	“women	are	the	principal	innovators	in	the	process	of	change”	([cp.	Eckert	&	McConnell-Ginet,	2003]	Labov,	2001,	p.	294).	
	
3.1.2.	Age/Generation	













deemed	 unnecessary	 and	 otherwise	 redundant	 to	 collect	 data	 from	 teenagers	 for	 the	purposes	 of	 this	 study.	 Nonetheless,	 data	 from	 the	 pilot	 study	 was	 included	 in	 the	quantitative	 portion	 (the	 sociolinguistic	 questionnaire	 described	 in	 §3.3.2)	 of	 the	investigation	 for	 two	 reasons:	 (1)	 to	 present	 a	 complete	 panorama	 of	 the	 correlation	between	age	and	address	form	use	and,	most	importantly,	(2)	because	a	significantly	higher	use	of	the	innovative	form	(in	this	case,	vos)	among	adolescents	is	now	accepted	“as	a	general	requirement	 of	 change	 in	 progress”	 (Labov,	 2001,	 p.	 455).	 Accordingly,	 data	 from	 10	adolescents	(5	male	and	5	female)	were	randomly	selected	for	inclusion	in	the	study	(with	respect	to	all	three	extralinguistic	factors	under	analysis);98	these	participants	comprised	the	additional	age	group:	Teen.		
3.1.3.	Degree	of	confianza	



















confianza	 with	 the	 objective	 of	 corroborating	 Benavides’s	 (2003)	 claim	 that	 degree	 of	
confianza	 is	 the	 second	 most	 important	 factor	 constraining	 address	 form	 selection	 in	Honduran	 Spanish—a	 systematic	 analytical	 tool	 not	 previously	 employed	 in	 this	 type	 of	investigation.	The	‘type	of	relationship’	categories	included	in	this	dissertation	are	based	on	those	 explored	 in	 the	 pilot	 study	 (Melgares,	 2014),	 which	 in	 turn,	 represent	 a	modified	version	of	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	from	PRESEEA,	implemented	by	Millán	(2011),	adapted	 to	 the	Honduran	 sociolinguistic	 context	 (see	Appendix	C;	more	on	 this	 in	 §3.3.2	below).	 It	 should	 be	 clarified	 that	 the	 participants	 were	 instructed	 to	 comment	 on	 any	deviations	from	this	continuum	(e.g.	they	are	closer	to	a	friend	than	a	sibling	or	they	never	met	their	grandfather).	If	no	comments	were	provided,	it	was	assumed	that	this	continuum	was	true	for	the	participants	at	the	time	of	data	collection.	 		
3.1.4.	Controlled	social	factors	






participant	 selection	 criteria	 presented	 below	 in	 §3.2	 and	 included:	 Spanish	 variety	(§3.1.4.1),	geographic	region	(§3.1.4.2),	and	socioeconomic	class	(§3.1.4.3).		
	
3.1.4.1.	Spanish	variety	















counter	to	the	increasing	impact	of	the	standard	language”	(Vandekerckhove,	2010,	p.	318)	or	what	was	also	referred	to	in	Chapter	1	as	legitimate	language,	following	Bourdieu.				One	 of	 the	 noticeable	 linguistic	 features	 of	 the	 urban	 variety	 that	 appears	 to	 be	running	 counter	 to	 standard/legitimate	 Spanish	 (i.e.	 tuteo)	 is	 voseo.	 The	 ‘overuse’	 of	 vos	differentiates	the	urban	variety	from	rural	varieties	insomuch	that	vos	is	perceived	as	a	more	urban	 address	 form,	 whereas	 usted	 is	 perceived	 as	 more	 rural.	 This	 distinction	 was	frequently	 reported	by	 the	participants	 in	 the	 interviews,	as	exemplified	 in	 the	 following	quotes	from	Participants	03-M.MA	and	24-M.OA,	101	respectively:	
(1)	 […]	en	las	partes	más	interiores	del	país,	ellos	sí,	tienen	su,	diferencian	su	acento	y	al	
igual,	 en	 la	 manera	 de	 expresarse…	 dentro	 de	 la	 ciudad	 es	 muy	 poca	 la	 diferencia	
realmente.	Yo	creo	que,	que	nuestra	manera	de	expresarnos,	o	de	hablar,	va	a	depender	
mucho	de	con	la	persona	que	uno	está	también	(.)	La	forma	de	trato	cambia.		
[…]	 in	 the	 interior	 of	 the	 country,	 they	do	have	 their	 own,	 they	differentiate	 their	accent	and	the	way	they	express	themselves,	as	well…	within	the	city	there	is	very	little	difference,	really.	I	think	that,	that	the	way	we	express	ourselves,	or	the	way	we	speak,	is	also	going	to	depend	a	lot	on	with	whom	one	is	(.)	The	way	one	addresses	someone	changes.	
(2)		 […]	cuando	de	vengo	de	Ocotepeque,	allá	usted,	usted,	usted	y	usted.	Decir	vos	es	ya	como	
una	falta	de	respeto.	





















Only	middle-class	speakers	were	included	in	this	study.	Even	though	socioeconomic	class	is	a	variable	typically	examined	in	studies	on	forms	of	address	(and	sociolinguistic	and	pragmatic	studies	in	general),	 it	has	been	determined	that	for	the	Honduran	speaker,	this	variable	 is	not	a	significant	 factor	 in	address	 form	choice	(cp.	Benavides,	2003;	Melgares,	2014;	van	Wijk,	1990).	Most	importantly,	however,	the	decision	to	control	for	this	variable	was	motivated	by	 theoretical	 considerations	put	 forth	by	Labov	and	Bourdieu.	Following	Labov	(2001,	pp.	188,	275),	when	dealing	with	language	change,	the	middle	class	is	at	the	forefront	 in	changes	 from	both	above	and	below,	 in	 that	 in	 the	 former,	 the	middle	class’s	linguistic	behavior	regarding	the	innovation	is	oftentimes	exaggerated	compared	to	that	of	the	upper	class,	and	in	the	latter,	it	is	believed	that	change	originates	within	a	central	social	group	in	the	social	hierarchy.		Moreover,	 Bourdieu’s	 (1984	 [1979])	 theoretical	 apparatus	 regarding	 social	 class	provides	 a	 useful	 framework	 for	 exploring	Honduran	 social	 class	 structure.	According	 to	Bourdieu,	 class	 relations	 cannot	 be	 reduced	 to	 an	 analysis	 of	 material	 (i.e.	 economic)	relations	 in	 society,	 but	 rather,	 it	 must	 simultaneously	 entail	 an	 analysis	 of	 symbolic	relations.102	In	 this	 respect,	what	should	concern	 the	researcher	 is	 the	examination	of	 the	lifestyle	of	collectivities	as	social	class	practices	(and	not	theoretical	conjectures),	that	is,	as	manifestations	of	social	class	differences.	Social	class	practices	are	linked	to	an	individual’s	position	in	the	social	space	(or	hierarchy	as	it	is	traditionally	referred	to)	through	habitus,	which	provides	the	individual	with	a	set	of	dispositions	on	which	his/her	actions	are	based	












width	represents	the	second	axis	(composition)	and	the	grid	within	the	rectangle	represents	the	 third	 axis	 (trajectory).	 The	 dot	 serves	 as	 an	 example	 of	what	 the	 position	 of	 a	 large	business	tycoon	who	was	born	into	that	social	class	position	is,	based	on	Bourdieu’s	data	and	analysis	(cp.	Weininger,	2005,	pp.	82-83).			
Figure	13.	Depiction	of	Bourdieu’s	Social	Class	Space	
	








































here	an	additional	group	of	participants	from	the	adolescent	cohort	from	the	pilot	study	was	included	in	the	study	for	purposes	of	performing	the	most	complete	quantitative	analysis	on	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire.	All	participants	included	in	all	portions	of	the	study	live	in	the	city	of	San	Pedro	Sula	and	were	born/raised	in	one	of	three	major	cities,	Tegucigalpa,	San	Pedro	Sula,	or	La	Ceiba,	except	for	6	of	them	who	hail	from	rural	regions,	but	have	resided	in	the	 city	 for	more	 than	 5	 years.	 Furthermore,	 it	was	 determined	 that	 all	 participants	 are	members	 of	 the	middle	 class	 (see	Appendix	B	 for	 a	 description	of	 the	 sociodemographic	distribution	of	participants).		
	
3.3.	Research	Instruments	








The	sociodemographic	questionnaire	 that	was	used	 is	 located	 in	Appendix	A.	This	questionnaire	was	 implemented	 to	 evaluate	 the	 social	 background	 of	 the	 participants	 to	ensure	that	only	those	who	met	the	criteria	discussed	in	§3.2	were	included	in	the	study.	The	questionnaire	 is	 a	 short	 survey	 containing	 a	 total	 of	 7	 questions,	 adapted	 from	 the	questionnaire	used	by	Millán	(2011)	to	match	the	Honduran	sociocultural	context	and	the	objectives	 of	 the	 present	 investigation. 104 	The	 first	 two	 questions	 collected	 information	regarding	the	age	and	gender	of	the	participants,	followed	by	a	question	on	their	place	of	birth.	For	the	latter,	the	participants	were	given	four	options—San	Pedro	Sula	(the	research	site),	 Tegucigalpa	 (capital	 city),	 La	 Ceiba	 (important	 coastal	 city),	 and	 Other—and	were	instructed	to	make	note	of	the	number	of	years	they	had	been	residing	in	San	Pedro	Sula	if	they	chose	 ‘Other’	as	their	place	of	birth.	Recall	here	that	the	target	group	of	participants	must	speak	an	urban	variety	of	Honduran	Spanish,	as	explained	in	§3.1.4.	The	following	two	questions	 were	 included	 to	 determine	 the	 socioeconomic	 class	 of	 the	 participants.	 As	explained	 in	 §3.2,	 both	 neighborhood	 of	 residence	 and	 occupation	 were	 evaluated	 in	conjunction	in	order	to	assess	the	participants’	socioeconomic	class.	The	final	two	questions	concern	level	of	education	and	whether	the	participants	have	cable	TV.	These	questions	were	originally	included	to	corroborate	the	socioeconomic	class	of	the	participants;	however,	they	were	not	taken	into	consideration	because	it	was	ascertained	that	these	variables	are	not	markers	of	socioeconomic	class	in	Honduran	society.	For	instance,	a	housewife	might	belong	
















participant	 exhaustion	 (cp.	 Rasinger,	 2011),	 from	 the	 176-entry	 questionnaire	 used	 by	Millán	(2011).	It	was	also	adapted	to	the	Honduran	sociocultural	context	different	from	the	Colombian	 context	 examined	 by	 Millán	 (2011),	 to	 the	 population	 different	 from	 the	adolescents	in	the	pilot	study,	and	to	the	social	variables	under	study.	The	survey	consists	of	a	series	of	entries,	52	in	total,	representing	several	types	of	relationships.	The	entries	were	presented	in	three	sets:	(1)	family	and	relatives	(entries	1	–	19);	(2)	friends	and	colleagues	(entries	 20	 –	 32);	 and	 (3)	 acquaintances	 and	 strangers	 (entries	 33	 –	 52).	 The	 context	provided	was	general	and	kept	 constant:	 the	participants	were	situated	contextually	 in	a	social	gathering.	For	each	entry,	the	participants	were	asked	to	select	the	form	they	would	use	to	address	a	given	interlocutor	as	well	as	the	form	they	would	be	addressed	with	by	that	same	 interlocutor.	 To	 guarantee	 that	 the	most	 realistic	 data	were	 collected,	 participants	were	 instructed	 to	 leave	 blank	 any	 entries	 that	 did	 not	 apply	 to	 their	 particular	circumstances	(e.g.	if	they	did	not	know	their	grandfather)	and	to	comment	on	any	‘special’	cases	 that	deviated	 from	 the	 continuum	presented	 in	Figure	12	 in	 §3.1.3	 (e.g.	 if	 they	are	closer	with	a	friend	than	with	a	sibling	or	a	parent).	At	the	end	of	each	set	of	entries,	a	space	for	 commentaries	 was	 provided	 for	 participants	 to	 expound	 on	 anything	 they	 deemed	required	further	explanation.							
	
3.3.3.	Group	semi-directed	interviews	


















Rather,	 it	 was	 later	 decided	 to	 analyze	 spontaneous	 production	 descriptively	 and	qualitatively	(see	§5.1)	since	it	would	provide	additional	insight	regarding	address	form	use	in	Honduran	Spanish.						
	
3.4.	Data	Collection	






interviews	were	between	20	and	60	minutes	in	length,	and	were	recorded	using	an	H4N-Zoom	 Handheld	 4-Track	 Digital	 voice	 recorder.	 Lastly,	 the	 participants	 were	 asked	 to	complete	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire,	which	took	them	between	15	and	20	minutes	to	complete,	while	abiding	by	the	following	instructions	when	making	their	selections	for	each	given	interlocutor:	(1)	select	the	one	and	only	form	given/received	in	general	(or	the	most)	with	respect	to	each	interlocutor;	(2)	focus	on	the	forms	used	in	spoken,	daily	conversation;	(3)	select	more	than	one	form	for	cases	where	it	is	impossible	to	select	one	general	form;	(4)	leave	blank	any	entries	that	do	not	apply	(e.g.	they	never	met	their	father	or	mother);	and	(5)	 use	 the	 sections	 for	 comments	 to	 elaborate	 on	 any	 responses	 that	 require	 further	explanations	 (e.g.	 entries	with	multiple	 form	 selections),	 or	 on	 special	 cases	 that	 do	 not	follow	what	are	considered	generalized	societal	norms	(e.g.	it	is	considered	the	norm	for	best	friends	to	use	vos	with	each	other,	but	usted	is	used	instead).		Table	7	below	summarizes	the	order	of	the	research	tasks.			
Table	7.	Order	of	Research	Tasks	






participants	completed	the	tasks	at	their	homes	for	their	convenience	and	comfort,	except	for	 two	 groups:	 one	 group	 completed	 the	 tasks	 at	 a	 coffee	 shop	 and	 the	 other	 at	 the	researcher’s	sister’s	home.	A	monetary	compensation	of	210	lempiras	(~$10)	was	given	to	all	participants	who	completed	all	the	tasks	in	their	entirety,	except	for	the	two	participants	who	did	not	complete	the	group	interview	(they	volunteered	to	complete	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	without	compensation).	
	
3.5.	Data	Analysis	
	 This	 section	 discusses	 the	 analytical	 techniques	 performed	 on	 the	 data	 from	 the	sociolinguistic	questionnaires	and	the	group	semi-directed	interviews.	§3.5.1	explains	the	quantitative	analysis	of	the	data	from	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire,	including	a	portion	of	the	data	from	the	pilot	study	(Melgares,	2014)	with	adolescents,	as	explained	above	in	§3.1.2.	 §3.5.2	 describes	 the	 qualitative	 analysis	 of	 the	 interview	 data,	 obtained	 from	 the	participants	in	age	groups	YA,	MA,	and	OA	(no	interview	data	are	available	for	group	Teen).	
	
3.5.1.	Quantitative	analysis	












=	 V.	 Essentially,	 the	 objective	was	 to	 determine	 the	 probability	 or	 likelihood	 of	 using	 U,	through	the	following	logistic	model	(in	Figure	14):		
Figure	14.	Equation	of	the	Logistic	Model		𝑙𝑜𝑔 𝑃(𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑛 = 𝑈)1 − 𝑃(𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑛 = 𝑈) = 𝑀𝑎𝑖𝑛	𝑒𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠 + 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠	
	It	 should	 be	 mentioned	 that	 this	 type	 of	 inferential	 statistics	 is	 not	 typically	 utilized	 in	address	research.	Most	studies	only	explore	data	descriptively,	although	some	have	done	so	inferentially	by	way	of	tests	of	sampling	distribution	such	as	Chi-squared	tests	(e.g.	Millán,	2011)	and	multivariate	analyses	or	Varbrul	(e.g.	Bishop	&	Michnowicz,	2010)	to	explore	the	strength	of	correlations	between	independent	and	dependent	variables	or	the	magnitude	or	the	weight	of	 the	 effects	of	 independent	variables	on	dependent	ones.	Running	a	 logistic	regression	in	R	is	not	only	innovative	in	address	research	but	a	necessary	step	in	the	precise	examination	 of	 the	 constraints	 on	 address	 selection	 by	 determining	 the	 probabilities	 of	selecting	one	form	over	another	in	relation	to	specific	extralinguistic	factors.						
	
3.5.2.	Qualitative	analysis	















































RQ1:	What	 is	 the	 overall	 distribution	 of	 vos,	 tú,	 and	 usted	 in	 the	 spoken	 variety	 of	Honduran	Spanish?		
RQ2:	What	extralinguistic	 factors	 (age,	gender,	 and/or	degree	of	confianza)	 constrain	address	form	selection?	
RQ3:	 Is	 there	 evidence	 of	 a	 change	 in	 progress	 in	 the	 address	 system	 of	 Honduran	Spanish?	If	there	is	evidence	of	change,	how	is	this	change	characterized?		








































As	can	be	noted	in	Figure	15,	overall	trends	are	clearly	observable	from	the	reported	use	 of	 address	 forms.	 With	 respect	 to	 given	 pronouns,	 usted	was	 reported	 as	 the	 most	frequently	 used	 pronoun	 in	 general,	 followed	 by	 vos	and	 almost	 imperceptibly	 by	 tú.	 To	examine	the	statistical	significance	of	this	distribution,	a	Chi-square	test	was	run	on	the	given	token	counts	(all	frequency	tables	are	located	in	Appendix	G).	Results	of	the	Chi-square	test	revealed	 that	 the	 difference	 in	 distribution	 of	 given	 pronouns	 is	 statistically	 significant:	χ2=1.07	X	103,	df=2,	p<.0001.	Importantly,	the	significance	remains	after	removing	tú	from	the	 test,	 as	 prompted	 by	 its	 ostensible	 low	 frequency:	 χ2=78.43,	 df=1,	 p<.0001.	 This	distribution	 is	 expected	 based	 on	 Hernández	 Torres’	 (2013)	 findings,	 in	 which	 his	participants	reported	giving	usted	at	an	overall	 frequency	of	69.07%,	followed	by	vos	and	lastly	by	tú—no	overall	frequencies	for	vos	or	for	tú	were	offered.	Notably,	the	frequency	of	






frequencies,	but	very	rarely	expect	to	receive	tú.	No	points	of	comparison	can	be	offered	here	in	 relation	 to	 previous	 studies	 because	 no	 other	 study	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish,	 to	 my	knowledge,	has	explored	frequencies	of	received	pronouns.		When	 considering	 both	 given	 and	 received	 pronouns,	 it	 is	 evident	 that	 the	distribution	 of	 both	 sets	 of	 pronouns	 is	 different.	 	 This	 comparative	 distribution	 can	 be	described	as	follows.	Even	though	participants	report	giving	usted	at	a	higher	frequency	than	






In	 agreement	 with	 previous	 studies	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish	 (Benavides,	 2003;	Hernández	 Torres,	 2013;	 van	Wijk,	 1990;	 and	 partially	 Castro,	 2000),	 tú	was	 essentially	imperceptible	 in	 the	 usage	 patterns	 reported	 by	 the	 sample	 population.	 Moreover,	 the	frequencies	of	tú	encountered	in	this	study	are	the	lowest	that	have	been	reported	for	the	variety	(cf.	Castro,	2000;	Hernández	Torres,	2013).	Importantly,	its	low	frequencies	suggest	that	the	use	of	tú	reported	by	some	of	the	participants	is	neither	representative	of	the	sample	population	 nor	 of	 the	 entire	 (urban)	 Honduran	 population.	 This	 is	 corroborated	 by	 the	descriptive	 statistics	 obtained	 for	 the	 data	 (for	 both	 given	 and	 received	 pronouns),	summarized	in	Table	8	below.				



















que	 se	 ha	apocopado.	 Entonces,	 no,	 no	 está	 bien	usado.	 Para	mí	 que	 es	 el	 tú.	 Yo,	 yo	
acostumbro	hablar	así.	Sí,	yo	lo	acostumbro.	El	vos	casi	no	lo	uso.	
	 And	it’s	misused,	it’s	misused	because	vos	doesn’t,	doesn’t	mean	anything.	Um,	also,	maybe	it	comes	from	a,	from	a,	from	a	word,	vosotros,	ok,	from	a	pronoun	that	has	been,	has	been	shortened.	So,	it’s	not,	it’s	not	used	correctly.	To	me	it	should	be	tú.	I,	I	normally	speak	that	way.	Yes,	I	normally	do.	Vos,	I	almost	never	use	it.	






them	is	motivated	by	their	foreign	identity	(see	§5.2.2	for	a	discussion).	In	this	sense,	the	tú	she	 uses	 is	 a	 tú	 of	 accommodation,	 as	 proposed	 by	 Castro	 (2000;	 see	 §1.2.2.4.1).	 (3)	Participant	22-M.YA,	who	claims	(in	the	group	interviews)	that	having	lived	in	the	United	States	 for	 a	 year	when	 he	was	 younger	 affected	 his	 linguistic	 behavior.	 His	 use	 of	 tú	 as	observed	in	the	data	set	could	be	categorized	as	intermediate	tú	when	addressing	doctors	and	strangers	(both	male),	and	his	girlfriend	(cp.	Castro,	2000);	however,	this	categorization	is	 merely	 speculative	 since	 he	 provides	 no	 commentary	 regarding	 his	 use	 of	 tú	 in	 the	questionnaire.	(4)	Participant	37-F.TEEN,	who	only	reports	1	token	of	tú	when	addressing	a	cab	driver.	Again,	this	could	be	a	use	of	tú	as	intermediate,	but	this	speculation	cannot	be	confirmed	 from	 the	 questionnaire	 since	 she	 also	 did	 not	 provide	 any	 comments.	Alternatively,	it	could	also	be	an	error	of	selection.							
			
4.2.	Constraints	on	Pronominal	Address	in	Honduran	Spanish	













χ2=1644,	df=1974,	p=0.8059	for	given	pronouns	and	χ2=1914.7,	df=1969,	p=1	for	received	pronouns.	Note	that	random	effects	were	originally	included	in	the	initial	model;	however,	their	significance	was	negligible.	Additionally,	recall	 that	tú	was	excluded	from	the	model	because	 of	 its	 extremely	 low	 frequencies.	 In	 addition	 to	 the	 unrepresentativeness	 of	 its	occurrences,	 as	previously	 expounded,	 including	 tú	 in	 the	model	would	have	 rendered	 it	highly	 imbalanced,	 leading	 to	 inaccurate	 model	 estimations	 and	 to	 unreliable	 fitting	coefficients.			
Table	9.	Analysis	of	Deviance	of	Logistic	Regression	Fitted	to	Given	Pronouns		 df	 Deviance	 Residual	df	 Residual	Dev.	NULL	 	 	 1994	 2678.7	Gender	 1	 0.43	 1993	 2678.3	Gender_Addressee	 1	 0.02	 1992	 2678.2	Age	Group	 3	 174.61	 1989	 2503.6	Relative	Age	 2	 297.39	 1987	 2206.2	Small	Confianza		 3	 513.57	 1984	 1692.7	Gender	:	Gender_Addressee	 1	 7.92	 1983	 1684.8	Age	Group	:	Relative	Age	 6	 34.12	 1977	 1650.6	
Gender	:	Age	Group	 3	 6.61	 1974	 1644.0			






Table	10	(Cont.)		 df	 Deviance	 Residual	df	 Residual	Dev.	Gender	:	Age	Group	 3	 10.637	 1978	 1956.9	Gender	:	Large	Confianza	 1	 2.525	 1977	 1954.4	Age	Group	:	Large	Confianza	 3	 18.861	 1974	 1935.5	
Relative	Age	:	Small	Confianza	 5	 20.803	 1969	 1914.7			The	results	of	the	logistic	regression	are	presented	in	Table	11	for	given	pronouns	and	 in	 Table	 12	 for	 received	 pronouns.	Note	 that	usted	was	 treated	 as	 application	 value	because	of	its	overall	higher	frequency;	thus,	the	goal	was	to	determine	the	probability	of	giving	and	receiving	usted,	using	the	logistic	model.	Positive	coefficient	estimations	indicate	a	 higher	 probability	 of	 giving/receiving	 usted	 compared	 to	 the	 intercept.	 Additionally,	because	all	independent	variables	are	categorical,	one	level	of	each	was	treated	as	reference,	comprising	 the	 intercept	 in	 the	 model.	 Consequently,	 the	 intercept	 is	 teenage	 female	speakers	interacting	with	female	strangers	whose	age	relative	to	that	of	the	speakers	cannot	be	determined.						
Table	11.	Summary	of	Logistic	Regression	Model	Fitted	to	Given	Pronouns		 Coefficient		 Std.	Error	 z	value	 p	value	(Intercept)	 0.23354	 0.26380	 0.885	 0.376003					Male	 0.05152	 0.29204	 0.176	 0.859967					Male	Addressee	 0.25465	 0.17849	 1.427	 0.153676					
Age	Group	MA	 1.81798	 0.36772	 4.944	 7.66e-07	***	
Age	Group	OA	 2.80092	 0.45044	 6.218	 5.03e-10	***	
Age	Group	YA	 0.73519	 0.32451	 2.265	 0.023482	*			
Older	Addressee	 1.51499	 0.28851	 5.251	 1.51e-07	***	
Younger	Addressee	 -4.05411	 1.02745	 -3.946	 7.95e-05	***	Acquaintances	 0.04585	 0.19574	 0.234	 0.814820					






Table	11	(Cont.)		 Coefficient		 Std.	Error	 z	value	 p	value	
Nuclear	Family	 -3.36218	 0.25401	 -13.236	 <	2e-16	***	
Male	:	Male	Addressee	 -0.69920	 0.24798	 -2.820	 0.004809	**		Age	Group	MA	:	Older	Addressee	 -0.37886	 0.41933	 -0.903	 0.366268					Age	Group	OA	:	Older	Addressee	 -0.75141	 0.51180	 -1.468	 0.142058					Age	Group	YA	:	Older	Addressee	 0.18755	 0.37708	 0.497	 0.618917					
Age	Group	MA	:	Younger	Addressee	 3.28130	 1.07658	 3.048	 0.002305	**		
Age	Group	OA	:	Younger	Addressee	 2.60861	 1.10510	 2.361	 0.018249	*			
Age	Group	YA	:	Younger	Addressee	 3.51647	 1.06396	 3.305	 0.000949	***	Male	:	Age	Group	MA	 0.08428	 0.35810	 0.235	 0.813927					
Male	:	Age	Group	OA	 0.81675	 0.37883	 2.156	 0.031085	*			Male	:	Age	Group	YA	 0.53321	 0.34186	 1.560	 0.118827						
Table	12.	Summary	of	Logistic	Regression	Model	Fitted	to	Received	Pronouns		 Coefficient		 Std.	Error	 z	value	 p	value	
(Intercept)	 0.5832	 0.2740	 2.129	 0.033280	*			
Male	 -0.7038	 0.2969	 -2.371	 0.017749	*			Male	Addressee	 0.1489	 0.1685	 0.884	 0.376670					
Age	Group	MA	 1.1060	 0.3305	 3.346	 0.000820	***	
Age	Group	OA	 2.8033	 0.4401	 6.370	 1.89e-10	***	
Age	Group	YA	 1.0851	 0.3240	 3.349	 0.000812	***	Older	Addressee	 0.2295	 0.4785	 0.480	 0.631490					
Younger	Addressee	 -4.4392	 1.0622	 -4.179	 2.92e-05	***	Family	Domain	 0.3157	 0.5954	 0.530	 0.595912					
Acquaintances	 -0.9657	 0.2388	 -4.043	 5.27e-05	***	
Extended	Family	 -2.3147	 0.3205	 -7.223	 5.10e-13	***	
Nuclear	Family	 -3.1299	 0.5517	 -5.673	 1.40e-08	***	
Male	:	Male	Addressee	 -0.4833	 0.2271	 -2.128	 0.033344	*			
Age	Group	MA	:	Older	Addressee	 -1.0863	 0.4259	 -2.550	 0.010760	*			
Age	Group	OA	:	Older	Addressee	 -1.2537	 0.5487	 -2.285	 0.022312	*			Age	Group	YA	:	Older	Addressee	 -0.2605	 0.4231	 -0.616	 0.538072					
Age	Group	MA	:	Younger	Addressee	 2.9251	 1.0734	 2.725	 0.006427	**		
Age	Group	OA	:	Younger	Addressee	 3.8593	 1.1377	 3.392	 0.000693	***	
Age	Group	YA	:	Younger	Addressee	 3.2692	 1.0689	 3.059	 0.002224	**		
Male	:	Age	Group	MA	 0.8662	 0.3397	 2.550	 0.010774	*			






Table	12	(Cont.)		 Coefficient		 Std.	Error	 z	value	 p	value	
Age	Group	MA	:	Family	Domain		 0.9900	 0.4834	 2.048	 0.040571	*			Age	Group	OA:	Family	Domain	 -0.7113	 0.5262	 -1.352	 0.176468					Age	Group	YA	:	Family	Domain	 0.1640	 0.4913	 0.334	 0.738582					
Older	Addressee	:	Acquaintances	 0.8532	 0.4289	 1.989	 0.046692	*			
Younger	Addressee	:	Acquaintances	 1.5490	 0.4222	 3.668	 0.000244	***	Older	Addressee	:	Extended	Family	 -0.5251	 0.6114	 -0.859	 0.390452					Younger	Addressee	:	Extended	Family	 -0.1561	 0.5520	 -0.283	 0.777328					Older	Addressee	:	Nuclear	Family	 -0.5870	 0.5637	 -1.041	 0.297780						
With	respect	to	given	pronouns,	as	Table	11	shows,	the	model	returned	significant	main	 effects	 (bolded)	 of	 age	 group	 of	 speaker,	 relative	 age	 of	 addressee,	 and	 degree	 of	
confianza	 (small	 confianza),	 in	 addition	 to	 three	 (significant)	 interactions:	 (1)	 gender	 of	speaker	and	gender	of	addressee,	(2)	age	group	of	speaker	and	relative	age	of	addressee,	and	(3)	gender	of	speaker	and	age	group	of	speaker.	With	respect	to	received	pronouns,	as	Table	12	shows,	the	model	returned	a	marginal	main	effect	of	gender	of	speaker	and	significant	effects	of	age	group	of	 speaker,	 relative	age	of	addressee,	 and	degree	of	confianza	 (small	









This	section	begins	by	discussing	the	effects	of	gender,	of	both	the	speaker	and	the	addressee.	 As	 observed	 in	 Figures	 16	 and	 17	 below,	 men	 report	 generally	 giving	 and	receiving	usted	and	vos	more	frequently	than	women	do,	albeit,	this	difference	appears	to	be	minimal	with	respect	to	given	vos	(19.11%	women	vs.	20.56%	men).	Nonetheless,	the	overall	trend	 is	 undoubtedly	 that	men	 report	 higher	 frequencies	 of	 both	 pronouns	 compared	 to	women.	Also	note	that	both	men	and	women	report	giving	usted	more	frequently	than	vos,	but	men	report	receiving	vos	more	frequently	than	usted,	whereas	women	report	receiving	















































































results	not	only	provide	concrete	evidence	of	an	age	of	speaker	effect	on	pronominal	address,	but	also	corroborate	the	expectation	based	on	a	previous	claim	that	age	is	a	principal	factor	in	 the	 conditioning	 of	 address	 form	 selection	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish	 (Benavides,	 2003;	Melgares,	 2014;	 and	 implicitly	 Castro,	 2000).	 Furthermore,	 since	 language	 change	 in	progress	 is	 detectable	 through	 statistically	 significant	 differences	 among	 age	 cohorts	 of	speakers	in	apparent-time	manner	(cp.	Bailey,	2006;	Boberg,	2004;	Chambers,	2006),	these	data	can	be	safely	interpreted	as	suggesting	that	the	use	of	vos	is	becoming	more	frequent	over	 time	 to	 the	detriment	of	usted.	However,	 this	 interpretation	 is	 inconsistent	with	 the	aforementioned	lack	of	a	gender	effect	insomuch	that	women	are	expected	to	lead	language	change	 ([cp.	 Labov,	 2001]	 ‘Gender	 Paradox’),	 suggesting	 that	 both	 men	 and	 women	effectuate	this	(type	of)	change	in	this	particular	context	at	a	similar	pace.	Additionally,	these	findings	are	in	accordance	with	those	reported	by	Hernández	Torres	(2013),	who	observed	higher	frequencies	of	vos	among	younger	participants	and	higher	frequencies	of	usted	among	older	participants.106			 Figures	24	and	25	below	depict	 the	distributions	of	 given	and	 received	pronouns,	respectively,	 by	 relative	 age	 of	 addressee.	 This	 factor	 was	 determined	 either	 by	 its	implicitness—for	 example,	 the	 participants’	 parents	 are	 older	 than	 they	 are	 but	 their	children	are	younger—or	by	its	explicitness	in	the	adjectives	‘older’	or	‘younger/same-age’	used	 to	 describe	 the	 interlocutors	 (e.g.	 ‘younger	 brother’	 or	 ‘older	 female	 neighbor’).	Interlocutors	whose	relative	age	could	not	be	unproblematically	determined	(e.g.	‘waiter’	or	






‘cab	 driver’)	 are	 not	 included	 in	 the	 present	 discussion	 (13	 in	 total),	 but	 are	 part	 of	 the	intercept	of	the	logistic	model,	and	constitute	the	‘NA	bars’	in	the	graphs.			
Figure	24.	Distribution	of	Given	Pronouns	by	Relative	Age	of	Addressee	














Figure	 25	 above,	 however,	 presents	 an	 unexpected	 trend:	 the	 sample	 population	reports	receiving	usted	and	vos	at	similar	frequencies	from	older	interlocutors,	but	receiving	
































square	tests	including	and	excluding	tú	for	both	given	and	received	sets:		χ2=462.50,	df=6,	p<2.2	 X	 10-16	 for	 given	 pronouns	 including	 tú,	 χ2=455.81,	 df=3,	 p<2.2	 X	 10-16	 for	 given	pronouns	excluding	tú,	χ2=444.09,	df=6,	p<2.2	X	10-16	for	received	pronouns	 including	tú,	and	 χ2=417.19,	 df=3,	 p<2.2	 X	 10-16	 for	 received	 pronouns	 excluding	 tú.	 Importantly,	 the	results	of	the	logistic	regression	also	returned	a	main	effect	of	degree	of	confianza	on	both	given	and	received	pronouns.	Specifically,	the	probability	of	giving	and	receiving	vos	in	the	nuclear	and	extended	family	domains	(also	from	acquaintances	only	with	respect	to	received	
























































































































































































































88.10% 87.10% 87.10% 89.29% 87.50% 
68.97% 68.75% 68.42% 
21.05% 
11.90% 12.90% 12.90% 10.71% 12.50% 




















































































90.48% 88.37% 90.48% 87.80% 
55.56% 56.41% 
42.86% 41.46% 38.78% 
31.91% 


























corroborated	later	after	analyzing	the	findings	of	the	group	semi-directed	interviews,	as	the	attitudes	 toward	 address	 forms	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish	 and	 spontaneous	 usage	 patterns	observed	in	the	interview	interactions	will	aid	in	understanding	more	precisely	the	patterns	of	 use	 discussed	 herein.	 Lastly,	 even	 though	 gender	 of	 speaker	 and	 gender	 of	 addressee	effects	 were	 not	 detected	 statistically,	 a	 gender	 match	 effect	 appears	 to	 also	 constrain	address	form	selection,	although	marginally.	To	corroborate	the	existence	of	a	gender	match	effect	 and	 to	 further	 explore	 the	 main	 effects	 presented	 in	 this	 section,	 significant	interactions	will	now	be	explored	in	the	following	section.	
						
4.2.3.	Interaction	effects	on	pronominal	address	
	 As	was	mentioned	 in	 §4.2.1,	 five	 interaction	 effects	 were	 detected	 by	 the	 logistic	regression	model;	these	were:	(1)	gender	of	speaker	and	gender	of	addressee,	(2)	age	group	of	speaker	and	relative	age	of	addressee,	(3)	gender	of	speaker	and	age	group	of	speaker,	and	only	concerning	received	pronouns,	(4)	age	group	of	speaker	and	familial	domain	(large	
































received	 pronouns.	 As	 Figures	 42	 and	 43	 below	 depict,	 the	 probability	 that	 older	 male	speakers	(of	age	group	OA)	give	usted	is	higher	compared	to	female	adolescent	speakers	(the	intercept),	and	the	probability	that	older	male	speakers	(of	age	groups	MA	and	OA)	receive	


























	 In	 sum,	 the	 interaction	 effects	 of	 certain	 extralinguistic	 factors	 presented	 in	 this	section	 provide	 insight	 into	 some	 of	 the	 main	 effects	 discussed	 in	 the	 previous	 section,	offering	additional	evidence	for	previously	stated	claims.	The	significant	interaction	effect	between	gender	of	speaker	and	of	addressee	corroborates	a	main	effect	of	gender	match	on	address	 form	 selection—a	 finding	 that	 diverges	 from	 the	 patterns	 Schwenter	 (1993)	observed	in	Southern	European	Spanish	in	which	women	receive	usted	from	men	but	in	turn	address	 men	 with	 tú.	 Likewise,	 the	 significant	 interaction	 between	 age	 of	 speaker	 and	relative	age	of	addressee	confirms	the	important	role	that	age	plays	in	pronominal	address.	Furthermore,	 the	 observed	 trend	whereby	 the	 probability	 of	 older	 addressees	 receiving	







domain	 (Castro,	 2000).	 However,	 this	 interpretation	 is	 offered	 with	 caution	 given	 the	marginal	and	not	all-encompassing	significance	of	these	interaction	effects.						
	
4.3.	Summary	of	Sociolinguistic	Questionnaire	Results	
	 This	 chapter	 discussed	 the	 findings	 from	 the	 sociolinguistic	 questionnaire	 by	presenting	 visualizations	 of	 the	 observable	 distributions	 of	 given	 and	 received	pronouns	while	 descriptively	 and	 inferentially	 examining	 the	 effects	 of	 the	 extralinguistic	 factors	under	study	on	pronominal	address.	What	follows	is	a	presentation	of	summary	conclusions	for	each	of	the	research	questions	proposed	in	Chapter	2.					













RQ2:	What	extralinguistic	 factors	 (age,	gender,	 and/or	degree	of	confianza)	 constrain	address	form	selection?		 	 Address	form	selection	in	Honduran	Spanish	was	found	to	be	constrained	by	a	series	of	extralinguistic	factors:	gender	match	between	interlocutors,	degree	of	













RQ3:	 Is	 there	 evidence	 of	 a	 change	 in	 progress	 in	 the	 address	 system	 of	 Honduran	Spanish?	If	there	is	evidence	of	change,	how	is	this	change	characterized?			
	 As	mentioned	above,	a	significant	effect	of	age	was	found	on	both	given	and	received	pronouns	insomuch	that	frequencies	of	vos	increase	as	age	decreases,	that	is,	 the	probability	 that	younger	generations	give	vos	 is	higher	than	that	of	older	generations	 and	 the	 probability	 of	 receiving	 vos	 from	 younger	 generations	 is	higher	 than	 from	older	 generations.	Within	 an	 apparent-time	 construct	 (Bailey,	2006;	 Boberg,	 2004;	 Chambers,	 2006;	 Labov,	 1972),	 these	 trends	 can	 be	interpreted	as	evidence	of	a	change	in	progress	whereby	vos	is	increasingly	favored	over	 time	to	 the	detriment	of	usted.	 Should	vos	not	be	stigmatized	 in	Honduran	Spanish	and	should	 there	be	no	negative	social	 connotations	attached	 to	 it,	 this	finding	 could	 be	 interpreted	 as	 conclusive	 evidence	 of	 a	 change	 in	 progress.	Attitudes	toward	vos	are	analyzed	in	the	following	chapter.		 Furthermore,	 the	 observed	 distribution	 of	 vos	 across	 varying	 degrees	 of	

































This	 chapter	 presents	 the	 results	 of	 the	 second	 research	 instrument,	 described	 in	§3.3.3:	the	group	semi-directed	interviews.	§5.1	focuses	on	the	descriptive	quantitative	and	qualitative	 pragmatic	 analyses	 of	 the	 address	 forms	 encountered	 in	 the	 interview	interactions	to	determine	whether	naturalistic	production	of	pronominal	forms	of	address	parallels	with	the	usage	patterns	reported	in	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	by	way	of	the	examination	of	spontaneous	pronoun	use	with	respect	to	the	extralinguistic	factors	under	study	 (gender,	 age,	 and	 degree	 of	 confianza)	 as	 well	 as	 other	 contextual	 features	 of	 the	interactions.	 §5.2	 centers	 on	 the	 qualitative	 (thematic)	 analysis	 of	 the	 discussions	 and	narratives	 obtained	 from	 the	 interviews	 with	 the	 objective	 of	 uncovering	 the	 attitudes	Hondurans	exhibit	toward	pronominal	forms	of	address	and	toward	Honduran	identity.		
	
5.1.	Spontaneous	Production	of	Address	Forms	






discussed	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 and	 to	 offer	 a	 systematic	 approach	 for	 analyzing	 spontaneous	address	 form	 usage	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish,	 not	 yet	 available	 for	 the	 variety,	 while	concurrently	 testing	 Brown	 and	 Gilman’s	 (1960)	 and	 Brown	 and	 Levinson’s	 (1987)	postulations,	 discussed	 in	 §2.1	 and	 §2.2,	 respectively.	 To	 that	 end,	 §5.1.1	 describes	 the	methodology	of	analysis;	§5.1.2	presents	an	overview	of	the	findings;	and	§5.1.3	presents	an	in-depth	 qualitative	 analysis	 of	 the	 pronoun	 usage	 encountered	 in	 the	 data,	 by	 offering	general	patterns,	complemented	by	the	discussion	of	individual	cases.	§5.1.4	summarizes	the	findings.			
	
5.1.1.	Methodology	of	analysis		












large	 corpora	 require	 an	 immense	 outlay	 in	 research	 hours	 for	 data	 transcription	 and	processing”	 (p.	 33),	 and	 analyzing	 a	 smaller	 sample	 size	 is	 not	 only	 inevitable,	 but	 also	optimal	 for	 a	 detailed	 analysis.	 Therefore,	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	 the	 present	 dissertation,	exploring	the	number	of	tokens,	small	as	it	is	in	the	interviews,	is,	in	fact,	advantageous	for	providing	a	detailed	qualitative	analysis	of	the	interactions	observed.	As	mentioned	above,	the	data	were	compiled	in	tables	to	examine	the	frequencies	of	
vos,	tú,	and	usted	produced	by	the	participants.	Initially,	all	instances	of	each	pronoun	were	counted	and	entered	in	an	Excel	2016	spreadsheet	by	participant,	also	noting	the	addressee	who	received	the	forms.	Because	Spanish	is	a	pro-drop	language,	both	explicit	pronoun	and	dropped	pronoun	 instances	were	counted.	 In	 the	cases	where	the	pronoun	was	explicitly	used,	both	the	pronoun	and	its	corresponding	verb	were	counted	together	as	1	token,	as	in	(5).		
(5)		 …vos												dijiste																				limitaciones…		 	 	 													(Participant	02-F.OA)		 				you-vos		say.PAST.2SG-vos		limitation.PL		 ‘…	you	said	limitations…’	 								 	In	the	cases	where	the	pronoun	was	dropped,	the	verb	inflection	was	used	to	determine	its	corresponding	pronoun,	as	in	(6),	and	each	was	counted	as	1	token.	
(6)		 La												chiquita,				la												nieta,																						nos							vosea																							a				todos,	








	 	be.PRES.2SG-vos/tú		speak.PROG		with	someone		professional				 ‘(You)	are	talking	with	a	professional...’		To	 determine	 which	 pronoun	 the	 verb	 inflection	 corresponded	 to,	 it	 was	 necessary	 to	establish	the	pronoun	used	with	a	particular	addressee	immediately	prior	to	the	use	of	the	subject-less	verb.	If	no	pronoun	could	be	established,	the	subject-less	verb	was	not	included	in	the	overall	count.	It	must	be	mentioned	that	these	cases	occurred	very	minimally	in	the	data.	 In	addition	 to	 these,	other	exclusions	 included	pronouns/verb	 inflections	 that	were	part	 of	 quoted	 speech	 or	 sample	 phrases,	 as	 in	 (8),	 and	 references	 to	 the	 pronouns	themselves,	as	in	(9).		







Table	 13	 below	 summarizes	 the	 overall	 findings	 and	 Table	 14	 presents	 the	frequencies	of	pronouns	per	interview	based	on	the	total	number	of	tokens	(230	tokens).	
	
Table	13.	Frequencies	of	Pronouns	in	Interviews	(6.07	hrs.)	
Pronoun	 Frequency	 %	Frequency	V	 140	 60.87	T	 2	 0.87	U	 88	 38.26	TOTAL	 230	 100.00			
Table	14.	Frequencies	of	Pronouns	per	Interview	(6.07	hrs.)		












original,	diphthongized	and	unreduced	verb	inflections	(e.g.	usáis,	‘you-vos	use’;	or	decidle,	‘you-vos	 tell	 him/her’)	 observed	 in	 some	 voseante	 regions,	 such	 as	 the	Andean	 region	 of	Colombia,	and	in	conjunction	with	the	plural	pronoun	vosotros	in	Peninsular	Spanish	(see	§1.1	and	§1.2.1).												 The	 frequencies	 reported	 here	 come	 from	 a	 relatively	 well-balanced	 number	 of	participants	with	respect	to	gender	and	age,	and	from	a	variety	of	types	of	relationships.	Out	of	the	30	participants	that	were	interviewed,	23	produced	pronouns	that	were	included	in	the	frequency	distributions—12	of	these	were	male	and	11	were	female,	and	7	were	from	age	group	YA,	7	from	age	group	MA,	and	9	from	age	group	OA.	Pronouns	were	produced	in	a	total	of	31	speaker-addressee	interactions,	which	were	synthesized	into	9	different	types	of	relationships.	 An	 overview	 of	 the	 findings	 by	 gender,	 age,	 and	 type	 of	 relationship	 is	presented	in	what	follows.		 Tables	15	and	16	below	show	the	findings	by	gender	of	speaker	and	of	addressee,	respectively.	Included	in	Table	16	are	the	numbers	of	tokens	directed	to	me,	the	researcher.	Both	tables	provide	the	raw	token	numbers	and	their	relative	frequencies	based	on	the	total	number	of	tokens	(230	tokens).																								
Table	15.	Given	Pronouns	by	Gender	of	Speaker	








usted	appears	to	be	essentially	the	same	between	men	and	women,	vos	seems	to	be	preferred	more	by	women	than	by	men.	However,	these	frequencies	are	relative	to	the	total	number	of	address	forms	produced	by	gender.	Consequently,	the	actual	tendency	here	(out	of	the	total	number	of	 tokens	produced	by	women:	130	 tokens)	 is	 that	women	preferred	vos	with	 a	relative	 frequency	 of	 65.38%	over	usted,	which	 they	produced	at	 a	 relative	 frequency	 of	34.62%.	 Men	 also	 preferred	 vos	 over	 usted,	 but	 at	 a	 lower	 frequency	 than	 women,	 and	preferred	 usted	more	 than	 women.	 The	 male	 participants	 produced	 vos	with	 a	 relative	frequency	of	55.00%	and	usted	with	a	relative	frequency	of	43.00%	(out	of	the	total	number	of	tokens	produced	by	men:	100	tokens).	With	respect	to	the	gender	of	the	addressees,	no	true	tendency	can	be	offered	because	most	of	the	address	forms	were	directed	to	me.	In	fact,	over	 87.00%	 of	 the	 forms	 were	 directed	 to	 me;	 only	 3.91%	 of	 the	 address	 forms	 were	directed	to	female	participants	and	8.26%	to	male	participants.		Tables	 17	 and	 18	 below	 show	 the	 findings	 by	 age	 (age	 group)	 of	 speaker	 and	 of	addressee,	respectively.	Table	18	includes	the	numbers	of	tokens	directed	to	me.	Both	tables	provide	the	raw	token	numbers	and	their	relative	frequencies	based	on	the	total	number	of	tokens	(230	tokens).	
Table	16.	Received	Pronouns	by	Gender	of	Addressee	







Age	Group	 V	 T	 U	 Total	YA	(18-29)	 80	 34.78%	 0	 0.00%	 2	 0.87%	 82	 35.65%	MA	(30-49)	 48	 20.87%	 0	 0.00%	 8	 3.48%	 56	 24.35%	OA	(50-69)	 12	 5.22%	 2	 0.87%	 78	 33.91%	 92	 40.00%	TOTAL	 140	 60.87%	 2	 0.87%	 88	 38.26%	 230	 100%							
Table	18.	Received	Pronouns	by	Age	Group	of	Addressee	








Type	of	Relationship	 V	 T	 U	 Total	
Family	Domain	 	 	 	 	Parent-child	 4	 1.74%	 0	 0.00%	 17	 7.39%	 21	 9.13%	Siblings	 18	 7.83%	 0	 0.00%	 0	 0.00%	 18	 7.83%	Spouses	 8	 3.48%	 0	 0.00%	 0	 0.00%	 8	 3.48%	Siblings-in-law	 34	 14.78%	 0	 0.00%	 0	 0.00%	 34	 14.78%	Cousins	 7	 3.04%	 0	 0.00%	 0	 0.00%	 7	 3.04%	TOTAL		 88	 38.26%	






relationship.	The	only	type	of	relationship	that	did	not	span	an	extended	period	of	time	was	‘strangers.’	In	this	case,	the	interlocutors	met	for	the	first	time	at	the	time	of	the	interview.	‘Old	church	members’	comprise	interlocutors	that	have	known	each	other	for	a	long	time,	and	thus,	share	a	certain	degree	of	confianza	and	yet,	are	not	close	enough	to	be	considered	‘(close)	 friends’	 (more	on	 this	 in	§5.1.3.1	below).	This	 is	evidenced	by	 the	 fact	 that	 these	interlocutors	describe	each	other	as	‘fellow	church	members’	when	introducing	the	other	to	someone	new,	for	example.	‘Old	acquaintances’	describes	a	relationship	that	spans	a	lengthy	period	of	time,	that	is,	they	have	interacted	over	the	years,	but	these	interactions	have	been	minimal.	Importantly,	all	relationships	remained	stable	during	the	interviews,	as	the	context	and	the	topic	of	conversation	remained	unchanged.	Lastly,	 it	can	be	observed	in	Table	19	that	a	certain	pronoun	seemed	to	occur	more	often	in	certain	types	of	relationships	than	in	others.	As	expected,	vos	was	produced	more	in	relationships	with	a	high	degree	of	confianza,	including	 siblings-in-law,	 cousins,	 and	 spouses,	 whereas	 usted	 was	 produced	 more	 in	relationships	with	a	low	degree	of	confianza,	such	as	strangers.	Interestingly,	a	relationship	with	a	high	degree	of	confianza,	parent-child,	was	dominated	by	usted.	This	usted	is	both	the	






by	which	dimension).	The	findings	of	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	discussed	in	§4.2.2	demonstrated	 that	 there	 is	no	gender	of	 speaker	effect	on	given	pronouns.	However,	 the	present	results	show	a	 tendency	 that	partially	parallels	with	 that	reported	by	Hernández	Torres	 for	 the	 horizontal	 dimension—that	 is,	 both	 men	 and	 women	 prefer	 vos	 for	 high	
confianza	 and	 usted	 for	 low	 confianza.	 This	 might	 be	 because	 over	 half	 of	 the	 types	 of	relationships	 represented	here	 are	 characterized	by	 a	 high	degree	 of	 confianza,	with	 the	addition	 of	 two	 with	 a	 ‘moderate’	 degree	 of	 confianza	 (old	 neighbors	 and	 old	 church	members).	 Nonetheless,	 since	 a	 gender	 match	 effect	 was	 detected	 in	 the	 data	 from	 the	sociolinguistic	 questionnaire	 in	 which	 usted	 is	 favored	 to	 address	 interlocutors	 of	 the	opposite	gender,	this	factor	will	be	examined	qualitatively	in	the	following	section.		With	respect	to	age,	Hernández	Torres	(2013)	found	that	in	relationships	dominated	by	 the	 vertical	 dimension	 his	 younger	 participants	 tended	 to	 prefer	 usted	 and	 in	relationships	dominated	by	the	horizontal	dimension,	his	older	participants	preferred	usted,	but	 his	 younger	 participants	 preferred	vos.	 Alternatively	 stated,	 his	 younger	 participants	preferred	usted	in	asymmetrical	relationships	(younger	to	older)	and	vos	for	low	confianza,	but	his	older	participants	preferred	vos	in	asymmetrical	relationships	(older	to	younger)	and	






sociolinguistic	 questionnaire	 and	 provide	 a	 basis	 for	 further	 exploration	 of	 pronominal	address	 in	 interaction.	 The	 following	 section	 presents	 the	 qualitative	 analysis	 of	 these	findings,	taking	Brown	and	Gilman	(1960),	Brown	and	Levinson	(1987),	Schwenter	(1993),	Bravo	(1999),	Hernández	Flores	(2001;	2004a;	2004b),	Terkourafi	(2001;	2004),	and	Ardila	(2006)	as	the	theoretical	framework,	and	in	conjunction	with	the	extralinguistic	factors	of	gender,	 age,	 and	 degree	 of	 confianza	 to	 explain	 the	 dynamics	 of	 pronominal	 address	 in	Honduran	Spanish.	
	
5.1.3.	Understanding	pronominal	address:	Qualitative	analysis	


























WhatsApp	 and	 were	 asked	 to	 discuss	 what	 confianza	 means	 to	 them	 and	 how	 it	 is	represented	in	Honduran	culture.112			 In	the	conversation,	the	participants	distinguished	between	three	types	of	confianza.	The	first	type	is	consistent	with	the	RAE’s	first	two	definitions	for	the	term:	the	hope	that	is	placed	on	something	or	someone,	including	the	self,	illustrated	in	(10).		
(10)	 …confianza	es	tener	la	seguridad	de	que	la	sinceridad	del	otro	no	va	a	fallar.	
	 …confianza	is	being	sure	that	the	other’s	sincerity	will	not	fail	(Participant	31-M.MA).		This	 type	 of	 confianza	 is	 derived	 from	 the	 verb	 itself,	 confiar,	 which	 literally	 means	 ‘to	trust’—this	is	why	the	term	is	usually	translated	to	‘trust’	in	English.	The	second	and	third	types	 are	 associated	 with	 the	 RAE’s	 fifth	 definition:	 familiarity,	 or	 simplicity	 when	addressing	 others.	 In	 this	 respect,	 confianza	 can	 be	 either	 ‘profound’	 (second	 type)	 or	‘superficial’	(third	type).	‘Profound’	confianza	entails	much	more	than	familiarity;	it	implies	loyalty,	honesty,	sincerity,	respect,	and	fidelity.	A	person	with	whom	profound	confianza	is	shared	 is	 a	 person	 who	 can	 be	 depended	 on.	 This	 type	 of	 confianza	 implies	 that	 the	relationship	is	intimate	and	usually	characterizes	familial	relationships	(especially	nuclear)	and	 friendships.	 Furthermore,	 someone	 may	 refer	 to	 another	 person,	 mainly	 outside	 of	his/her	 nuclear	 family,	 as	 de	 confianza,	 meaning	 that	 he/she	 has	 a	 close,	 intimate	relationship	with	that	person	and	that	that	person	can	be	trusted.113	Importantly,	this	type	of	








amistad	 o	 sin	 honestidad	 (‘it	 is	 strange	 to	 talk	 about	 confianza	 without	 friendship	 or	honesty’).”				 			‘Superficial’	confianza	is	the	result	of	the	type	of	relationship	that	exists	between	two	individuals	and/or	degree	of	contact.	Honduran	social	norms	dictate	that	confianza	must	be	shown	to	someone	not	necessarily	because	there	is	intimacy	and	relational	proximity,	but	because	 of	 the	 type	 of	 relationship	 itself.	 In	 other	 words,	 one	 must	 show	 confianza	 to	someone	with	whom	one	comes	into	contact	regularly	or	because	the	type	of	relationship	is	socially	assumed	to	be	characterized	by	shared	confianza	(e.g.	cousins),	even	if	one	is	not	relationally	close	with	that	person.	This	type	of	confianza	usually	characterizes	relationships	in	 the	 public	 domain,	 except	 friendships,	 and	 even	 relatives	 in	 some	 cases.	 These	 are	relationships	that	appear	in	the	middle	or	toward	the	‘low’	end	of	the	confianza	continuum	(see	Figure	12	in	§3.1.3).	Interestingly,	this	seems	to	be	the	most	common	type	of	confianza	in	Honduran	culture.	All	participants	agreed	that	in	the	Honduran	sociocultural	context,	the	default	 meaning	 of	 confianza	 regarding	 interpersonal	 relationships	 and	 interactions,	 is	equivalent	to	familiarity,	where	familiarity	is	regular	contact	or	an	inherent	characteristic	of	certain	relationships,	and	not	solely	 friendship	or	 intimacy.	On	this,	Participant	32-M.MA.	states,	“confianza	en	nuestro	contexto	signfica	familiaridad	(‘confianza	in	our	context	means	familiarity’),”	and	participant	01-F.OA.,	speaking	about	showing	confianza	to	relatives	whom	she	does	not	 see	 frequently,	 adds,	 “más	que	 todo	 es	 por	 familiaridad	que	por	 [verdadera]	
confianza	(‘it	is	mostly	because	of	familiarity	than	because	of	[real]	confianza’).”	These	claims	echo	 what	 Dámaso	 Alonso	 advised	 about	 Spanish	 culture	 and	 the	 overexpression	 of	






showing	confianza,	even	if	 it	 is	not	real,	might	be	the	norm	in	Honduran	culture,	with	the	exception	of	 showing	confianza	 to	strangers.	Consequently,	 this	would	entail	 a	departure	from	 a	 more	 negatively	 oriented	 politeness	 ethos	 toward	 a	 more	 positively	 oriented	politeness	 ethos,	 which,	 in	 turn,	 echoes	 the	 change	 in	 progress	 described	 in	 Chapter	 4,	evidenced	by	the	age	effect	detected	in	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	data	also	observed	in	the	present	naturalistic	data.						Importantly,	this	type	of	confianza	must	be	subjectively	constrained,	since	showing	excessive	confianza,	 like	one	would	 to	a	 close	 family	member	or	a	 friend,	 is	perceived	as	negative	behavior.	In	fact,	someone	who	is	confianzudo	is	seen	as	ill-mannered	and	impolite,	since	 confianzudo	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 a	 synonym	 of	aprovechado	or	 someone	who	 takes	advantage	of	others	and	who	 instills	distrust	 in	 them.	On	this,	Participant	01-F.OA	states,	“confianzuda	 es	 una	 persona	 aprovechada	 y	 aquí	 creo	 que	 no	 cabe	 lo	 que	 es	 el	 término	
















suggested	 by	 Terkourafi	 (2001;	 2004).	 As	 was	 mentioned	 earlier,	 general	 trends	 are	examined	within	two	general	domains,	familial	relationships	and	non-familial	relationships,	complemented	 by	 the	 special	 scrutiny	 of	 individual	 cases	 that	 appear	 to	 deviate	 from	expected	patterns	within	each	domain.				
	
5.1.3.2.	Familial	relationships	














[a]	metaphorical	construal	of	P	leaves	us	with	a	notion	which	is	hardly	constrained:	it	can	be	in	conflict	with	concrete	sources	of	power,	and	may	even	override	them	[…]	How	is	a	speaker	to	decide	which	to	attend	to,	real	or	metaphorical,	if	we	extend	its	definition	in	this	way?	(Terkourafi,	2004,	p.	125)		Thus,	there	must	be	an	alternative	analysis	for	these	interactions.	Nonreciprocal	 vos-usted	 could	 alternatively	 be	 viewed	 as	 an	 instance	 of	institutionalized	 or	 conventionalized	 deference	 (Schwenter,	 1993),	 in	 which	 the	 parent	remains	an	authority	figure	only	as	a	result	of	societal	conventions	and	the	children	seek	to	enhance	their	own	face	by	appearing	to	be	competent	members	of	society	who	know	these	norms	of	deference	by	addressing	their	parents	with	usted.	In	this	way,	nonreciprocal	vos-






fact	that	only	one	older	participant	reported	using	vos	and	usted	with	his	father—all	other	participants	report	only	using	usted—in	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire.			Given	 the	 facts	mentioned	above	and	working	 from	Le	Page	and	Tabouret-Keller’s	(1985)	notion	of	acts	of	 identity,	 it	 is	plausible	 that	using	usted	with	 their	parents	 in	 the	context	of	 the	ongoing	 interview	was	motivated	by	the	speakers’	wish	to	be	perceived	as	more	 ‘traditional,’	 that	 is,	 as	 respectful	 children	 who	 understand	 the	 operating	 societal	conventions.	According	to	Le	Page	and	Tabouret-Keller	(1985),		












similar	 to	 type	 of	 usted	 that	 is	 exchanged	 between	 spouses	 (usted	 of	 intimacy),	 as	 the	participants	discussed	in	the	interviews	(see	§5.2.1	below).	Furthermore,	his	father’s	use	of	
usted	is	also	linked	to	his	social	identity	as	a	person	known	in	the	community	for	being	very	formal	in	all	aspects	of	his	life:	not	only	in	expression,	but	also	in	demeanor,	clothing	style,	and	treatment	of	others.	Ergo,	since	usted	of	cariño	and	usted	of	distance/respect/deference	share	 the	 same	 form,	 it	 is	 natural	 for	 him	 to	 address	 his	 son	with	usted.	Moreover,	 it	 is	important	 to	note	 that	usted	was	 slightly	preferred	over	vos	 to	 address	 their	 children	by	members	of	the	oldest	age	group	in	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	(52.00%	vs	35.00%,	respectively). 114 	In	 fact,	 half	 of	 the	 participants	 in	 this	 age	 group	 reported	 principally	addressing	their	children	with	usted,	while	the	other	half	reported	either	using	both	forms	equally	or	mostly	using	vos.	Therefore,	using	usted	with	his	son	might	not	only	be	linked	to	the	 father’s	 personal	 formal/conservative	 identity,	 but	 also	 to	 a	 broader	 generational	identity.115		
	
5.1.3.3.	Non-familial	relationships	
Relationships	 outside	 of	 the	 family	 context	 presented	 interactions	 that	 were	characterized	mainly	by	either	reciprocal	vos	or	reciprocal	usted.	In	these	interactions,	age	






appeared	to	be	an	important	factor	determining	address	form	selection:	the	great	majority	of	younger	 interlocutors	 (of	both	age	groups	YA	and	MA)	addressed	each	other	with	vos,	whereas	the	older	speakers	categorically	addressed	others,	both	young	and	old,	with	usted.	What	follows	expands	on	this	and	discusses	the	findings	by	type	of	relationship,	summarized	in	Table	19	in	§5.1.2.		Interactions	between	old	church	members	and	old	neighbors	are	situations	of	low	D	and	low	P.	These	relationships	are	characterized	mainly	by	shared	superficial	confianza	that	has	 existed	 for	many	 years.	 Furthermore,	 since	 the	 interlocutors	 hold/have	 held	 similar	positions	of	leadership	in	church	and	have	been	attending	church	for	an	extended	period	of	time	 (in	 the	 case	 of	 old	 church	members),	 and	 are	not	 socially	 in	 positions	 of	 authority-subordinate	 (in	 the	 case	 of	 old	 neighbors),	 it	 can	 be	 concluded	 that	 there	 is	 no	 power	differential	 in	these	relationships.	These	characteristics	would	entail	the	use	of	reciprocal	






usted	used	by	strangers.	For	this	reason,	both	cases	will	be	analyzed	concurrently	in	what	follows.		Interactions	between	old	church	members	and	old	neighbors	were	only	between	4	participants,	all	members	of	age	group	OA,	and	me.116	Interactions	between	strangers	were	between	myself	and	participants	that	I	met	for	the	first	time	at	the	time	of	the	interview.	Out	of	the	5	participants	who	were	categorized	as	strangers,	3	belonged	to	age	group	OA	and	2	to	age	group	MA.	Importantly,	all	of	the	participants	addressed	me	with	usted,	which	was	expected	since	these	are	situations	of	high	D,	given	that	we	are	strangers	to	each	other	and	no	confianza	 is	 shared	between	us.	 In	 this	 respect,	 the	use	of	usted	between	 strangers	 is	consistent	with	Brown	and	Levinson	(1987).		Following	Brown	and	Gilman	(1960)	and	Schwenter	(1993),	nonreciprocal	vos-usted	should	have	been	exchanged	in	the	interactions	between	members	of	age	group	OA	and	me	due	to	the	age	difference	between	us.	Nonetheless,	this	was	not	the	case.	What	this	means	is	that	 the	use	of	nonreciprocal	vos-usted	 is	either	appropriate	when	 there	 is	a	clear	power	differential	(Brown	&	Gilman,	1960),	or	when	social	distance	interacts	with	social	norms	of	deference	(Schwenter,	1993).	Therefore,	the	use	of	usted	by	older	participants	to	address	me	could	be	explained	by	a	superficial	type	of	confianza	(in	the	case	of	old	church	members	and	old	neighbors)	or	by	the	lack	of	confianza	(in	the	case	of	strangers)	between	us.	Both	power	and	 social	 distance	 due	 to	 age	 are	 irrelevant	 in	 these	 cases,	 especially	 when	 both	interlocutors	(the	participant	and	me)	are	considered	to	be	socially	similar,	that	is,	both	are	

















































Type	of	Confianza	 Generational	Proximity	 Form	Profound	 Yes	 Vos	Profound	 No	 Vos/Usted	Superficial	 Yes	 Vos	(Younger	Speakers)	








This	 section	presents	 the	 findings	of	 the	qualitative	analysis	of	 the	narratives	and	discussions	 found	 in	 the	 interview	 data,	 taking	 into	 consideration	 the	 following:	 (1)	 the	ideological	 dichotomy	 surrounding	 pronominal	 forms	 of	 address	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish	between	legitimate/standard	tú	and	illegitimate/nonstandard	vos,	presented	in	§1.2.2.4;	and	(2)	the	theoretical	framework	based	on	Michael	Billig’s	(1995)	theory	of	banal	nationalism,	discussed	 in	§2.4.	Once	 the	 interview	recordings	were	 transcribed,	 resulting	 in	a	30,685-word	corpus,	the	transcriptions	were	coded	and	analyzed	by	implementing	a	methodology	typical	of	Thematic	Analysis.	As	was	explained	in	§3.5.2,	this	analysis	consisted	in	focusing	on	 the	 contents	 of	 the	 narratives,	 thoughts,	 perceptions,	 and	 attitudes	 shared	 in	 the	interviews	and	grouping	them	into	common	themes	(King	&	Horrocks,	2010).	Consequently,	three	major	 themes	 emerged	 from	 the	 data,	 each	 of	which	 is	 discussed	 in	 the	 following	subsections	and	organized	by	exploratory	question,	proposed	 in	§2.5	and	restated	below	(that	 is,	 §5.2.1	 answers	 EQ1	 and	 so	 on).	 §5.2.4	 offers	 summary	 conclusions	 for	 each	exploratory	question.	






























	 The	generalized	use	of	vos	was	confirmed	when	participants	were	asked	(1)	if	there	is	a	specific	type	of	person	who	uses	it	and	(2)	which	form	of	address	is	used	the	most	in	Honduras.	Again,	the	inability	to	attach	specific	social	values	to	vos	was	pervasive	among	the	participants.	 Moreover,	 vos	 was	 consistently	 proposed	 as	 the	 address	 form	 used	 most	frequently	in	Honduras,	especially	in	the	urban	setting,	followed	by	usted.	Tú	is	perceived	as	very	 rarely	 used	 in	 daily	 interactions.	 In	 fact,	 participants	 did	 not	mention	 the	 use	 of	 tú	spontaneously	when	referring	 to	 the	way	Hondurans	 speak;	 tú	was	only	discussed	when	participants	were	 specifically	 asked	 to	 consider	 its	 presence	 in	Honduras	 (see	 §5.2.2	 for	more	detail).	These	findings	disprove	the	notion	that	voseo	could	be	appraised	as	uneducated	or	unsophisticated,	since	even	the	most	educated	members	of	society	use	it,	and	support	a	mainly	bipartite	system,	vos-usted,	in	the	spoken	variety.	In	this	respect,	Honduran	Spanish	parallels	 with	 Nicaraguan	 Spanish	 and	 the	 spoken	 variety	 of	 Salvadoran	 Spanish	 (cp.	Christiansen,	 2014;	 Quintanilla	 Aguilar,	 2009).	 Furthermore,	 Quintanilla	 Aguilar	 (2009)	reports	similar	attitudes	toward	voseo	among	Salvadorans,	who	view	it	as	a	feature	shared	by	 all	 social	 classes	 and	who	 do	 not	 perceive	 it	 as	 an	 ‘incorrect’	 form	 only	 used	 by	 the	uneducated.			Nonetheless,	 since	 vos	 does	 not	 belong	 to	 standard/legitimate	 Spanish,	 it	 was	expected	 for	 it	 to	 carry	 some	 negative	 connotations	 for	 some	 participants.	 Because	Honduran	 grammar	 textbooks	 uphold	 the	 prescriptive	 tradition	 enforced	 by	 the	 RAE,119	










Also,	we	would	have	to	take	a	look	at	textbooks	because	in	textbooks	it’s	tú	and	so	that	is	why	children	in,	in	their	first	years	of	schooling,	use	tú	as	well	[…].		As	 expected,	 some	 informants	 did	 express	 some	 negative	 attitudes	 toward	 voseo.	Consistent	with	Labovian	sociolinguistics,	because	individuals	of	older	generations	tend	to	speak	a	more	conservative	variety	(Labov,	2001),	it	was	not	surprising	that	these	negative	sentiments	 emerged	within	 the	 oldest	 age	 group,	where	 the	use	 of	 vos	was	perceived	 as	incorrect,	untoward,	and	distasteful.	Unexpectedly,	however,	these	perceptions	were	not	a	result	of	prescriptive	notions,	but	 rather,	of	 the	 innovative	uses	of	vos	 in	 contexts	where	traditionally	usted	is	expected	(see	§5.2.3	for	more	detail).	Some	participants	view	the	use	of	
vos	as	a	treacherous	practice	because	it	can	easily	lead	to	disrespect	due	to	the	closeness	and	informality	it	indexes.	This	perspective	is	consistent	with	the	vos	of	undue	confianza,	offense,	aggression,	 and	 anger	 reported	 by	 Castro	 (2000),	 all	 associated	 with	 general	impoliteness/rudeness.	On	this,	Participant	06-F.OA	shared	that	the	use	of	vos		
(15)	 […]	no	es	lo	correcto	[…]	Eh,	es	más,	antes,	por	ejemplo,	yo	me	acuerdo	mis,	los	abuelos	































	 As	was	 explained	 in	 §2.4,	 nationalism	 in	 established	 nations	 is	 observed	 through	symbols	and	practices	present	in	the	daily	lives	of	the	citizenry.	These	symbols	and	practices	tacitly	allow	the	members	of	the	nation	to	imagine	their	community	as	that,	a	nation,	through	a	constant	yet	subconscious	reminding	of	their	nationhood.	Since	these	elements	are	part	of	the	habitus	of	the	citizenry,	hence	not	‘consciously	coordinated,’	they	are	taken	for	granted;	they	 are	 banal	 (Billig,	 1995).	 	 To	 determine	 if	 voseo	 was	 consciously	 associated	 with	Honduran	identity,	the	participants	were	asked	the	following	question:	‘what	would	you	say	characterizes	 the	way	Hondurans	 speak?’	 Given	 how	 open	 ended	 the	 question	 is,	 it	was	presumed	that	the	answers	that	would	emerge	would	most	likely	constitute	the	linguistic	features	that	actively	signal	a	Honduran	identity	in	the	community’s	consciousness.	It	was	expected	 that	vos	would	be	 identified	 as	 a	 characteristic	 of	Honduran	 Spanish	 only	 after	being	explicitly	mentioned	later	in	the	interview.			 As	 anticipated,	 vos	 did	 not	 emerge	 as	 a	 salient	 marker	 of	 Honduran	 identity.	Participants	mostly	offered	discourse	markers,	such	as	pues	sí	(‘yeah’),	vaya	pues	(‘O.K.’),	and	
































	Compared	 to	 the	 pragmatic	 functions	 of	 tú	 listed	 by	 Castro	 (2000)	 (see	 §1.2.2.4),	 the	participants	in	this	study	only	considered	its	indexicality	of	foreignness,	but	not	of	spurious	sophistication	or	of	accommodation.	This	can	be	explained	by	alluding	to	the	specificity	of	the	 prompt	 and	 the	 Honduran	 spoken	 norm	 discussed	 above	 (in	 §5.2.1).	 Because	 the	participants	were	asked	to	imagine	the	use	of	tú	by	Hondurans	(assuming	Honduras	as	the	location	of	the	interaction)	and	because	vos	is	the	norm	in	spoken	conversation,	that	is,	no	Honduran	 addresses	 other	 Hondurans	 with	 tú,	 the	 only	 plausible	 conclusion	 is	 that	 the	interlocutors	are	not	Honduran,	but	foreign.	In	this	sense,	it	would	be	inconceivable	for	‘true’	Hondurans	living	in	Honduras	to	speak	using	tú,	since	it	is	a	characteristic	of	the	other	(of	foreigners).	In	this	respect,	what	differentiates	the	Honduran	nation	from	a	foreign	nation	is	the	use	of	vos	with	its	Honduran	particularities.	Therefore,	to	claim	a	true	Honduran	national	identity,	 one	 must	 use	 vos.	 Moreover,	 any	 use	 of	 tú	 by	 Hondurans	 is	 perceived	 as	 a	performance	of	foreignness,	as	Participant	18-M.MA	clearly	states,		
(20)	 No,	lo	siento	raro	(.)	Yo	siento	de	que	es	alguien	o	que	es	de	afuera,	de	otro	país	o	que	es	
un	copión	hondureño	(risas)	que	está	imitando	una	novela	tal	vez	de	otro	lado.			







Capitanía	 General	 de	 Guatemala,	 absence	 of	 miscegenation	 and	 the	 consequent	preponderance	of	a	white	race,	and	the	desire	to	be	viewed	internationally	as	Europeans	(i.e.	foreign	 to	 the	 Central	 American	 identity).	 According	 to	 Murillo	 Medrano	 (2002)	 and	Fernández	 (2003),	 this	 (foreign)	 identity	has	enabled	 tú	 to	be	used	 increasingly	 in	Costa	Rican	 Spanish,	 supplanting	 vos.	 Recall	 here	 that	 the	 recent	 incursion	 of	 tú	 has	 been	documented	in	other	studies,	such	as	Thomas	(2008)	and	Cabal	(2012).	Consequently,	the	use	 of	 vos	 now	 subsumes	 embarrassment,	 which	 in	 turn	 is	 a	 consequence	 of	 national	ignorance,	according	to	Costa	Rican	novelist	Fabián	Dobles,	who	vehemently	defends	the	use	of	vos	in	Costa	Rica.	Dobles	(1994)	comments,	






media	 or	 religion. 122 	As	 a	 result,	 voseo	 has	 become	 cemented	 in	 Honduran	 Spanish,	disallowing	the	infiltration	of	tú.	Participant	08-M.MA	commented	that	tú	“todavía	no	cuaja,	



























considers	addressing	children	and	(small)	animals	with	usted	to	be	a	feature	of	Honduran	‘baby	 talk’	with	 the	pragmatic	 function	of	 expressing	cariño	 (‘affection’).	Participants	04-F.MA	and	03-M.YA	in	(22)	and	(23),	respectively,	explain	the	permanent	shift	in	their	address	choices	when	interacting	with	their	young	boy,	from	using	usted	(in	[22])	to	using	vos	(in	[23]).		
(22)		 Porque	nosotros	al	inicio,	“dígale	usted,	trátelo	de	usted.”	Nosotros	siguiendo	la	línea,	lo	
tradicional.	
	 Because	at	 the	beginning	we	would	tell	him,	 “say-usted	usted	 to	him/her,	address-
usted	 him/her	 with	 usted.”	 We	 were	 following	 what	 we	 were	 taught,	 what’s	traditional.	
(23)		 Y	de	usted	fue	variando	a…	vos.	Y	ahora	quedó	en	vos.	














and	 I	 feel	 that	 it’s	 because	of	 tradition,	 because	our,	 um,	 that	 at	 a	 young	age	 they	inculcate	 in	 you	 to	 address	 elders	 using	usted	 and	 that	 there	 has	 to	 be	 a	 respect,	because	if	you	go	to,	for	example,	to	your	grandparents	or	your	great-grandparents,	to	have	a	grandchild	or	a	child	addressing	him	or	her	using	vos,	it	would	have	been	a,	a	lack	of	respect.	So,	maybe	a	little	old-fashioned,	right,	with	that,	with	that	concept	already	trying	to	break	it	with	our	children,	right,	that	we	should,	should	be	more	like	friends,	more…	and	maybe	we	have	that,	maybe,	we	could	say	that	situation	with	vos,	right,	in	which	it	gives	you	more	trust,	the,	using	it	with	our	children,	right,	or	friends.			Children	addressing	adults	using	vos	is	not	only	observed	in	the	family	context,	but	also	in	the	public	domain.	On	this,	Participant	27-F.OA	states,		






































The	 fact	 that	 you	already	use	vos	makes	 it	 easier	 for	you	 to	 interact	with	another	person.	For	example,	it’s	what,	in	my	case,	it’s	what	my	parents	(.)	Me	until	I	was	about	twelve,	 it	was	always	usted	and	the	relationship	was,	you-usted	and	me	here,	very	distant.	As	a	result	of	an	oops	vos	was	used	and	I	didn’t	see	a	reaction	from	them	that,	that	it	would	upset	them	or	something,	obviously	my	mom	didn’t	like	it,	my	dad,	he	took	it,	more	calmly	I	feel	that	our	relationship	got	better	once	we	started	addressing	each	 other	 using	 vos.	 It	 was	 more,	 um,	 more	 spontaneous,	 calmer,	 and,	 and	 that	formality	went,	went	away.	So,	I	think	that	relationships	change	and	that’s	why	you-
vos	use	vos	it’s	when	you-vos	use	vos,	you-vos	are	more	accessible	and	so	relationships	with	others	get	better.				As	the	participant	highlights	in	(27),	switching	from	using	usted	to	using	vos	with	her	parents	effectuated	an	 important	and	necessary	 improvement	 in	her	relationship	with	them.	This	improvement	was	achieved	through	the	affective	proximity,	intimacy,	and	confianza	that	vos	subsumes	which	permitted	their	relationship	to	become	closer	and	less	rigid;	usted	was	too	formal	and	too	separative	to	be	used	in	a	relationship	characterized	by	profound	confianza,	thus,	impeding	spontaneous	and	effortless	communication	to	transpire.		
	
5.2.4.	Summary	of	interview	discussions	and	narratives	






presentation	 of	 summary	 conclusions	 for	 each	 of	 the	 exploratory	 questions	 proposed	 in	Chapter	2.		






system	 is	 bipartite	mainly,	much	 like	 the	 systems	 reported	 for	Nicaraguan	 and	Salvadoran	Spanish	(cp.	Christiansen,	2014;	Quintanilla	Aguilar,	2009).					






foreign	identity).	This	assessment	was	supported	not	only	by	the	strong	reaction	the	participants	manifested	toward	the	idea	of	Hondurans	addressing	each	other	with	 tú,	mentioned	 above,	 but	 mainly	 by	 the	 connection	 they	 explicitly	 stated	between	it	and	foreignness—accounts	for	the	use	of	tú	(of	accommodation)	when	interacting	with	foreigners,	as	observed	by	Castro	(2000).	In	sum,	while	vos	banally	indexes	Honduran	national	identity,	tú	indexes	a	foreign	identity;	ergo,	the	use	of	tú	by	any	Honduran	to	address	a	compatriot	is	perceived	as	unnatural,	strange,	and	spurious,	as	if	pretending	to	be	a	foreigner.			
EQ3:	Has	there	been	a	perceived	increase	in	the	use	of	voseo	by	Honduran	speakers	or	is	

































	 This	chapter	consolidates	the	findings	of	the	present	dissertation	research	in	which	pronominal	address	in	Honduran	Spanish	was	explored	at	three	varying	levels	of	awareness:	self-report,	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 and	 naturalistic	 production	 and	 metalinguistic	discussion,	analyzed	 in	Chapter	5.	First,	an	answer	 is	offered	to	 the	overarching	question	guiding	the	investigation	by	returning	to	the	discussion	of	vos	as	a	marker	of	national	identity	(§6.1).	Then,	the	proposition	of	a	possible	change	in	progress	is	revisited	by	reviewing	the	process	 of	 and	 the	 extralinguistic	 factors	 that	 were	 found	 to	 constrain	 the	 observable	variation	 in	 the	 variety	 (§6.2).	 Finally,	 the	 contributions	 of	 this	 dissertation	 are	 situated	within	 the	 field	 of	 address	 research,	 concluding	 with	 the	 limitations	 of	 the	 study	 and	suggestions	for	future	research	(§6.3).					
	
6.1.	Explaining	the	Prevalence	of	Vos	in	Honduran	Spanish	







• The	tendency	in	Spanish	has	been	one	where	tú	initially	becomes	the	preferred	form	for	familiar/informal	address	and	later	invades	and	takes	over	the	domain	of	usted,	as	evidenced	in	the	diachronic	evolution	of	pronominal	forms	of	address	(described	in	§1.1)	and	as	recently	recognized	in	several	varieties	(cp.	Fontanella	de	Weinberg,	1970;	 Fox,	 1969;	 Lastra	 de	 Suárez,	 1972;	Millán,	 2011;	 Penny,	 1991;	 Uber,	 1984;	2011).	It	must	be	noted	that	this	tendency	has	not	been	fully	addressed,	as	it	has	only	been	 descriptively	 explained	 by	 appealing	 to	 Brown’s	 (1965)	 hypothesis:	 that	solidarity	 (the	 horizontal	 dimension)	 or	 the	 reciprocal	 use	 of	 T,	 tú,	 is	 replacing	relative	status	(the	vertical	dimension).		
• Tú	is	included	in	the	grammar	curriculum	of	the	Honduran	school	system	and	is	used	in	religious	liturgy,	consequently,	belonging	to	the	academic/religious	norm,	whereas	






which	corroborated	the	general	functions	of	tú	as	the	‘academic’	form	and	vos	as	the	‘cultural’	form.	Consequently,	it	would	be	expected	for	Honduran	Spanish	to	follow	the	general	trend	in	the	language	of	replacing	vos	with	tú.	However,	not	only	has	vos	remained	in	the	variety	since	it	was	brought	to	the	region	by	the	Spanish	conquistadors,	but	its	presence	is	becoming	stronger	over	time,	as	was	evidenced	by	the	detected	change	in	the	Honduran	pronominal	system	(more	on	this	in	the	following	subsection).			 The	widespread	presence	of	vos	in	Honduras	has	both	historical	and	sociopragmatic	motivations.	 With	 respect	 to	 the	 historical	 motivations,	 the	 Honduran	 address	 system	appears	to	have	evolved	differently	from	other	varieties	(see	§1.2.2)	as	a	consequence	of	its	geographical	location	in	relation	to	the	seat	of	the	viceroyalty	of	New	Spain,	now	Mexico,	and	to	 the	capital	of	 the	General	Captaincy	of	Guatemala,	Guatemala.	Recall	here	 that	 the	 two	radiating	 axes	 in	 Latin	 America	 of	 tú	were	Mexico	 (viceroyalty	 of	 New	 Spain)	 and	 Peru	(viceroyalty	of	Peru),	and	that	the	peripheral	territories	maintained	vos	for	address	among	equals	 (Benavides,	 2003;	 Carricaburo,	 2004).	 In	 this	 respect,	 Honduras,	 as	 a	 peripheral	territory	 has	 maintained	 this	 use	 of	 vos	 directly	 evolving	 from	 Early	 Modern	 (Colonial)	Spanish	without	 substantial	 influence	 from	other	 languages	 or	 Spanish	 varieties	 into	 the	present-day	 form	 for	 familiar	 address	 and	 more	 recently	 for	 general	 confianza.	 This	interpretation	 is	 suggested	 by	 the	 diminishing	 presence	 of	 tú	 along	 the	 territory	 of	 the	former	viceroyalty	of	New	Spain,	which	extended	from	Mexico	to	Costa	Rica	where	presently	






§1.2.2.5).	Moreover,	this	indicates	that	in	comparison	to	Guatemala,	and	perhaps	El	Salvador	as	well,	Honduras’s	location	was	so	peripheral	that	Spain’s	linguistic	reach	did	not	fully	take	a	 hold	 of	 the	 variety—some	 influence	 is	 evident	 in	 the	 still-present	 prescriptive	 notions	regarding	standard/legitimate	tú	vis-à-vis	nonstandard/illegitimate	vos	and	the	use	of	tú	in	written	language.	Consequently,	the	vos	inherited	from	Colonial	Spanish	has	not	only	been	able	 to	 survive	 notwithstanding	 and	 resist	 the	 prescriptive	 forces	 promulgating	 tú,	 but	expand	and	become	even	more	deeply	rooted	in	Honduran	Spanish.		With	respect	to	the	sociopragmatic	motivations,	overt	attitudes	shared	in	the	group	semi-directed	 interviews	 toward	 pronominal	 address	 and	 Honduran	 Spanish	 in	 general	demonstrated	 that	 vos	 is	 widely	 accepted	 as	 the	 form	 normally	 used	 in	 the	 variety	 for	familiar/informal	address.	All	of	 the	participants	categorically	expressed	 that	vos	 is	what	everyone	uses	in	Honduras,	exemplified	in	Participant	01-F.OA’s	comment:	“todo	mundo	lo	













citizenry	of	their	nationality.	As	part	of	the	linguistic	habitus	of	the	Honduran	speaker,	vos	is	used	 daily	 “without	 imagination”	 (Billig	 &	 Núñez,	 1998),	 or	 rather,	 below	 the	 level	 of	conscious	 awareness	 to	 communicate	with	 others	while	 linking	 its	 users	 in	 an	 imagined	community,	 thus,	 banally	 reproducing	Honduran	 national	 identity,	 and	 in	 turn,	 acting	 as	linguistic	counteraction	to	prescriptive	forces	promulgating	the	use	of	legitimate/standard	






of	San	Pedro	Sula,	as	the	murder	capital	of	the	world.124	However,	the	nation	has	recently	seen	 renewed	 sentiments	 of	 egalitarianism	 and	 solidarity,	 evident	 in	 the	 resurgence	 of	populist	 movements	 and	 by	 political	 groups,	 such	 as	 PAC	 (Partido	 Anticorrupción,	‘Anticorruption	 Party’)	 and	 LIBRE	 (‘Liberty	 and	 Refoundation	 Party’),	 seeking	 the	reformation	of	Honduras	into	a	peaceful	country	where	justice,	equality,	and	freedom	are	guaranteed	to	all	Hondurans.	Consequently,	a	sense	of	solidarity	and	national	identity	has	been	(and	continues	to	be)	revitalized	in	the	citizenry,	which	could	be	driving	the	expression	and	portrayal	of	solidarity	toward	those	who	share	this	sociopolitical	history	through	the	use	 of	 vos—a	 use	 that,	 as	 revealed	 by	 the	 statistical	 analysis	 of	 the	 sociolinguistic	questionnaire	and	by	the	overall	preference	of	vos	in	the	interview	interactions,	is	increasing	in	 frequency	 over	 time.	 In	 turn,	 the	 linguistic	 expression	 of	 national	 solidarity/identity	through	the	use	of	vos	counteracts	the	international	perception	of	Hondurans	as	violent	and	untrustworthy.	 Alternatively	 stated,	 vos,	 as	 part	 of	 the	 linguistic	 habitus	 (or	 social	psychology)	of	the	Honduran	speech	community,	 is	a	behavioral	reaction	to	the	imagined	presence	 of	 the	 international	 community	with	 its	 negative	 perceptions	 of	 the	 Honduran	nation,	attempting	to	depict	itself	as	solidary,	as	de	confianza.		In	sum,	the	historical	presence	of	 vos	 in	 the	 Honduran	 territory	 since	 Colonial	 times	 and	 the	 recent	 sociopolitical	developments	 of	 the	 country	 could	 explain	 the	 distinct	 evolution	 of	 voseo	 in	 Honduran	Spanish,	compared	to	other	(peripheral)	varieties	where	tú	has	been	able	to	infiltrate	their	address	 system,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 more	 frequent	 use	 and	 expansion	 of	 vos	 in	 the	 variety	(reviewed	in	the	following	section).		














confianza	increases,	the	probability	that	vos	is	given	and	received	increases.	This	trend	was	evident	 in	 that	higher	 frequencies	of	vos	were	 found	among	 friends,	 followed	by	nuclear	family,	extended	family,	acquaintances,	and	finally	strangers,	emulating	almost	perfectly	the	
confianza	continuum	proposed	in	Figure	12	in	§3.1.3.	In	fact,	there	is	a	clear	divide	between	the	family	domain	and	the	non-family	domain	whereby	vos	is	present	at	higher	frequencies	than	usted	in	the	family	domain,	but	usted	dominates	interactions	in	the	non-family	domain	(see	Figures	26	to	31	in	§4.2.2).	However,	upon	closer	inspection,	it	was	evident	that	within	each	domain,	each	pronoun	is	preferred	in	different	types	of	relationships.	Among	friends,	
vos	is	greatly	preferred,	although	usted	is	a	viable	option	when	interacting	with	a	romantic	interest.	Within	the	nuclear	family,	vos	is	greatly	preferred	among	siblings;	however,	vos	and	


















questionnaire,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 the	 parent-child	 interactions	 where	 the	 address	exchange	was	almost	categorically	asymmetrical	vos-usted	(recall	that	interactions	between	a	father	and	his	son	were	governed	by	reciprocal	usted),	but	vos	and	usted	are	given	at	similar	frequencies	 to	parents,	based	on	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	results.	However,	since	the	 number	 of	 parent-child	 dyads	was	 low,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	with	 additional	 dyads	 the	expected	trend	would	be	found.			Furthermore,	 the	 findings	 of	 the	 present	 dissertation	 with	 respect	 to	 confianza	provide	insight	into	the	complex	nature	of	the	concept,	recognized	by	Castro	(2000)	and	by	previous	research	(e.g.	Ardila,	2006).	The	unidimensional	representation	of	confianza	in	the	form	of	a	continuum	in	§3.1.3	proved	to	be	a	simplistic	approach	that	is	strictly	structural,	even	though	it	is	a	useful	instrument	for	the	analysis	of	address	phenomena.	The	agentive	aspect	of	confianza	that	renders	it	multidimensional	was	evident	in	the	qualitative	analysis	of	the	interview	interactions	and	the	participants’	own	understandings	of	the	concept.	Not	only	 are	 speakers	 able	 to	manipulate	 the	ways	 and	 the	 occasions	 in	which	 they	 express	












presented	after	examining	the	aforementioned	age	of	speaker	and	of	addressee	effect,	which	within	 an	 apparent-time	 construct	 (Bailey,	 2006;	 Boberg,	 2004;	 Chambers,	 2006;	 Labov,	1972)	was	 interpreted	 as	 such.	 This	 age	 effect	was	 also	 observable	 in	 the	 data	 from	 the	interview	interactions	where	there	was	a	palpable	divide	between	younger	speakers	who	preferred	vos	and	older	speakers	who	preferred	usted.	Thus,	further	supporting	the	claim	of	a	change	in	progress.	Additional	 evidence	 was	 furnished	 by	 the	 close	 inspection	 of	 the	 usage	 patterns	within	 the	 family	domain	 (from	the	sociolinguistic	questionnaire	data).	 It	was	 found	 that	certain	 relationships	 within	 the	 nuclear	 and	 extended	 family	 domains,	 traditionally	governed	by	nonreciprocal	vos-usted,	now	present	higher	frequencies	of	vos	than	expected.	These	instances	of	vos	are	given	by	the	younger	interlocutor	to	the	older	interlocutor,	when	






Therefore,	it	was	argued	that	Honduran	vos	is	a	marker	of	national	identity	with	relatively	little	overt	awareness,	no	social	stigma,	and	no	particular	social	values	attached	to	it.		Accordingly,	 since	 vos	 is	 not	 stigmatized	 and	 its	 use	 occurs	 below	 the	 level	 of	awareness,	 this	 reality	of	pronominal	address	 in	Honduran	Spanish	 facilitates	or	 is	more	permissive	of	the	continued	use	of	vos	in	contexts	where	usted	is	conventionally	expected	(and	of	 its	propagation	to	other	contexts).	These	are	the	contexts	where,	even	though	for	some	older	interlocutors	the	use	of	vos	is	not	appropriate,	the	role	of	the	speaker	and	also	the	 hearer	 in	 language	 change	 is	 indisputable.	 As	 the	 participants	 expressed	 in	 the	interviews,	 younger	 interlocutors	 (the	 speaker)	 use	 vos	 more	 frequently	 than	 older	interlocutors	do,	and	in	contexts	where	usted	should	be	used,	that	is,	when	addressing	elders	(i.e.	parents,	uncles/aunts,	and	grandparents125);	nonetheless,	when	older	interlocutors	(the	hearer)	 receive	 vos	 from	 younger	 speakers,	 they	 do	 not	 reproachingly	 stop	 that	‘inappropriate	behavior,’	that	is,	the	‘improper’	pronoun.	As	Participant	09-F.MA	shared	in	a	narrative	about	her	use	of	vos	with	her	parents	(in	§5.2.3),	the	lack	of	sanctioning	from	them	after	switching	to	using	vos,	permitted	her	to	continue	using	vos	to	address	them.	This	type	of	experience	was	common	among	the	participants	(e.g.	Participant	19-F.YA’s	interactions	with	her	4-year	old	niece),	even	among	those	who	perceive	it	as	negative	behavior	(i.e.	these	older	interlocutors	accept	the	use	of	vos	when	addressed	by	younger	interlocutors).	In	sum,	 the	consolidated	 findings	of	 the	present	dissertation	research	conclusively	show	 that	 there	 is	 a	 change	 underway	 in	 the	 pronominal	 address	 system	 of	 Honduran	


























in	the	interview	interactions,	where	younger	speakers	categorically	addressed	interlocutors	with	whom	superficial	confianza	 is	 shared	with	vos,	but	where	older	 speakers	addressed	them	with	usted.	This	pattern	might	be	associated	with	the	linguistic	expression	of	equality	that	Castro	(2000)	attributed	to	the	teachings	of	Catholic	doctrine	through	the	use	of	usted	of	respect.	In	this	sense,	the	shift	from	using	usted	of	respect	to	vos	of	solidarity	and	confianza	to	express	egalitarianism	might	also	be	connected	to	the	aforementioned	inheritance	of	vos	as	a	form	used	among	equals	from	Colonial	Spanish,	recently	driven	by	the	resurgence	of	sentiments	of	solidarity	and	national	identity	motivating	speakers	to	portray	themselves	as	solidary	and	de	confianza,	as	expressed	by	Participant	15-F.YA	(in	§5.2.3)	who	acknowledges	that	she	uses	vos	very	frequently	with	that	specific	purpose	and	that	she	does	not	like	the	use	of	usted	because	it	does	not	signal	confianza.	In	this	way,	as	the	new	sociopragmatic	etiquette	continues	to	develop,	the	use	of	vos	continues	to	advance	and	to	expand	to	other	contexts,	in	turn,	becoming	even	more	deeply	rooted	in	the	Honduran	linguistic	habitus.	
	
6.3.	Concluding	Remarks,	Limitations,	and	Areas	for	Future	Research		


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	 	 	 																																			You	with	them		 																		They	with	you	 	 	
1.	Your	grandfather	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
2.	Your	grandmother		 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		
3.	Your	father		 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
4.	Your	mother		 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
5.	Your	older	brother			 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED								
6.	Your	older	sister	 		 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED									
7.	Your	younger	brother		 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
8.	Your	younger	sister	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		
9.	Uncle										 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
10.	Aunt	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED									
11.	Older	male	cousin			 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	






	 	 	 																																		 						You	with	them		 																		They	with	you	
13.	Male	cousin	same	age	or	younger	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
14.	Female	cousin	same	age	or	younger	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
15.	Nephew	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
16.	Niece	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
17.	Significant	other	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
					
					(Circle	if	it	is	boyfriend/girlfriend	or	spouse)	
18.	Your	son	 		 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	











	 	 	 																																			 							You	with	them		 																			They	with	you	
1.	Your	best	male	friend		 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		
2.	Your	best	female	friend	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
3.	Close	male	coworkers/classmates		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
4.	Close	female	coworkers/classmates	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED								
5.	Distant	male	coworkers/classmates	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
6.	Distant	female	coworkers/classmates	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED								
7.	Person	you	have	been	dating	but	is	not	yet	a	significant	other	
	 	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
8.	Your	older	male	superior/professor	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED									
9.	Your	older	female	superior/professor	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
10.	Your	young	male	superior/professor	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED									
11.	Your	young	female	superior/professor	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
12.	Male	friend	of	a	friend	you	just	met	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	









	 	 	 																																		You	with	them		 																			They	with	you	 	 	
1.	Older	male	neighbor	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
2.	Older	female	neighbor	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		
3.	Male	neighbor	your	same	age	or	younger	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
4.	Female	neighbor	your	same	age	or	younger	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
5.	Friend’s	father	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED								
6.	Friend’s	mother	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED									
7.	Older	male	stranger	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
8.	Older	female	stranger	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
9.	Young	male	stranger	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
10.	Young	female	stranger	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		
11.	Young	male	janitor	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
12.	Young	female	janitor	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED									
13.	Older	male	janitor	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
14.	Older	female	janitor	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
15.	Security	guard	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
16.	Maid	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
17.	Male	doctor	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	






	 	 	 																																		 						You	with	them		 																			They	with	you	 	
19.	Taxi	driver	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
20.	Waiter	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	
21.	Waitress	 	 	 	 	 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED		 VOS	 TÚ		 USTED	


































































Set	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	 N/A	 TOTAL	Given	 1,220	 26.1%	 820	 17.6%	 27	 0.6%	 262	 5.6%	 2,329	 49.9%	Received	 1,033	 22.1%	 1,008	 21.6%	 28	 0.6%	 270	 5.8%	 2,339	 50.1%	TOTAL	 2,253	 48.2%	 1,828	 39.2%	 55	 1.2%	 532	 11.4%	 4,668	 100%		
Table	22.	Frequencies	of	Given	Pronouns	by	Gender	of	Speaker	
Gender	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Female	 565	 27.33%	 395	 19.11%	 4	 0.19%	Male	 655	 31.69%	 425	 20.56%	 23	 1.12%	TOTAL	 1,220	 59.02%	 820	 39.67%	 27	 1.31%		
Table	23.	Frequencies	of	Received	Pronouns	by	Gender	of	Speaker	
Gender	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Female	 492	 23.78%	 446	 21.56%	 16	 0.77%	Male	 541	 26.15%	 562	 27.16%	 12	 0.58%	TOTAL	 1,033	 49.93%	 1,008	 48.72%	 28	 1.35%		
Table	24.	Frequencies	of	Given	Pronouns	by	Gender	of	Addressee	
Gender	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Female	 590	 29.19%	 384	 19.00%	 13	 0.64%	Male	 615	 30.43%	 406	 20.09%	 13	 0.64%	TOTAL	 1,205	 59.62%	 790	 39.09%	 26	 1.28%		
Table	25.	Frequencies	of	Received	Pronouns	by	Gender	of	Addressee	











Gender	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	N/A	 18	 0.87%	 23	 1.11%	 2	 0.097%	Opposite	 532	 25.71%	 496	 23.97%	 12	 0.58%	Same	 483	 23.34%	 489	 23.63%	 14	 0.68%	TOTAL	 1,033	 49.93%	 1,008	 48.72%	 28	 1.35%		
Table	28.	Frequencies	of	Given	Pronouns	by	Age	Group	of	Speaker	
Group	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	OA	 401	 19.40%	 123	 5.95%	 21	 1.02%	MA	 331	 16.01%	 176	 8.51%	 2	 0.097%	YA	 329	 15.92%	 229	 11.08%	 3	 0.15%	TEEN	 159	 7.69%	 292	 14.13%	 1	 0.048%	TOTAL	 1,220	 59.02%	 820	 39.67%	 27	 1.31%		
Table	29.	Frequencies	of	Received	Pronouns	by	Age	Group	of	Speaker	








Age	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Older	 571	 37.57%	 216	 14.21%	 4	 0.26%	Younger	 257	 16.91%	 453	 29.80%	 19	 1.25%	TOTAL	 828	 54.48%	 669	 44.01%	 23	 1.51%		
Table	31.	Frequencies	of	Received	Pronouns	by	Relative	Age	of	Addressee	
Age	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Older	 390	 25.61%	 404	 26.53%	 12	 0.79%	Younger	 283	 18.58%	 422	 27.71%	 12	 0.79%	TOTAL	 673	 44.19%	 826	 54.24%	 24	 1.58%	
		
Table	32.	Frequencies	of	Given	Pronouns	by	Familial	Domain	
Domain	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Family	 246	 11.90%	 439	 21.24%	 15	 0.73%	Non-family	 974	 47.12%	 381	 18.43%	 12	 0.58%	TOTAL	 1,220	 59.02%	 820	 39.67%	 27	 1.31%			
Table	33.	Frequencies	of	Received	Pronouns	by	Familial	Domain	
Domain	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Family	 166	 8.03%	 516	 24.94%	 16	 0.77%	Non-family	 867	 41.90%	 492	 23.78%	 12	 0.58%	TOTAL	 1,033	 49.93%	 1,008	 48.72%	 28	 1.35%		
Table	34.	Frequencies	of	Given	Pronouns	by	Degree	of	Confianza	







Domain	 Usted	 Vos	 Tú	Nuclear	 48	 2.32%	 218	 10.54%	 13	 0.63%	Extended	 167	 8.07%	 439	 21.22%	 3	 0.14%	Acquaint.	 507	 24.50%	 222	 10.73%	 10	 0.48%	Strangers	 311	 15.03%	 129	 6.23%	 2	 0.097%	TOTAL	 1,033	 49.93%	 1,008	 48.72%	 28	 1.35%					
	
